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Abstract 
This thesis focuses on two separate, but related areas: the 
analysis of translation technique and the Greek texts of Daniel. 
Foremost in the research of Trans lat ion Technique (TI) in the 
Septuagint is the need for a model that is appropriate for the analysis 
of different ancient languages. In recent years there has been an 
increasing emphasis on the features of literalism in a translation, but 
it is argued in this thesis that the focus on literalism is inadequate 
as a methodology for the analysis of TI. The contention of this thesis 
is that the analysis of TI should incorporate insights from modern 
linguistic research. Therefore, the main purpose of this thesis is to 
develop and apply such a model to the Old Greek (00) and Theodotion (Th) 
versions of Daniel. 
The existence of two complete Greek versions of the book of Daniel 
that are closely related to the same Vorlage (at least in chapters 1-3 
and 7-12), furnish ideal examples for the application of the methodology. 
Unfortunately, it is no straightforward matter to employ the 00 of 
Daniel, because the available critical edition can no longer be regarded 
as reliable. The most important witness to the 00 version of Daniel is 
Papyrus 967, and large portions of this manuscript have been published 
since the appearance of the critical edition of the 00 of Daniel in 1954. 
Therefore, in order to analyze and compare the two Greek texts of Daniel, 
it is necessary to evaluate all of the variants of Papyrus 967 in order 
to establish a preliminary critical text of 00. Once a critical text is 
establ ished the proposed methodology for trans lat ion technique is appl ied 
to selected passages in the 00 and Th versions of Daniel. 
An analysis and comparison of IT in 00 and Th makes it possible to: 
1) characterize the TT employed by 00 and Th in detail; 2) determine Th's 
relationship to OG, i.e. is it a revision or independent translation; 3) 
demonstrate how the Greek texts can be employed effectively for textual 
cri t icism of the Hebrew Bible. On the basis of the analysis of Th' s text 
it is also possible to determine Th's relationship to the body of works, 
which exhibit a close formal correspondence to the Masoretic text, known 
as kaige-Theodotion. 
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Introduction 
OVer the last fifteen years there has been a growing interest In 
the study of the translation technique (TT) of the various books of 
the Septuagint (LXX). The impetus for such research is the 
application of the knowledge gained to the text-critical use of the 
LXX in Biblical research. It was through my own reading while 
studying for the Master of Divinity degree that I became convinced 
that a predominant methodology being employed for the study of TT In 
the LXX needed correction. This thesis represents an attempt to 
provide that correction. 
The primary purpose of this thesis is to provide a descriptive 
analysis of the TT employed in the Old Greek (OG) and Theodotion (Th) 
versions of the Book of Daniel, which will also serve as a paradigm 
for others wishing to engage in similar research. Although the aim IS 
stated in one sentence, it encompasses three important subjects. The 
first is the study of TT and how the study of TT can inform the 
scholar's use of a version for the textual criticism of the Hebrew 
Bible. The second subject is the Greek texts chosen for the study: 
the OG and Th versions of Daniel. Finally, weI will apply the results 
of the study of TT in the Greek texts to the textual-criticism of the 
Masoretic Text (MT). 
In the course of this thesis, then, we will begin with the 
textual criticism and analysis of the TT of the Greek texts of Daniel 
and follow it through to its ultimate end: textual criticism of Mr. 
There are those who might express reservations about the wisdom of 
"lone rangers" attempting to combine too many areas of research and 
manufacturing tendent ious "do-i t-yourse I f" methodologies, 2 and, 
IThe pronoun "we" (or "our") is frequently employed in this 
thesis to designate myself, the writer, and you, the reader, in order 
to acknowledge your participation in the investigative process. 
2For example. see the excellent discussion of the difficulties of 
employing modern linguistic methods to the analysis of TT by J. De 
Waard "La Septante: une Traduction." in Etudes sur le Judafsme 
Hel1e~istique, ed. R. Kuntzmann and J. Schlosser (Paris: Les Editions 
du CERF, 1984), pp. 133-45, especially p. 143. 
perhaps, the shortcomings of this thesis will prove their doubts well-
founded. On the other hand, though it is more difficult nowadays to 
employ a multi-disciplinary approach in one's research, the necessity 
of doing so remains.) If one of the main reasons for reconstructing 
the critical text of the versions is to serve textual criticism of MT 
and, furthermore, if the primary reason why we analyze TT is also to 
serve textual criticism of MT, then a study that combines these 
exercises is in order. 
I will comment more fully on the aims of this thesis below. 
Chapter one (CH 1) is a brief introduction to previous studies In the 
OG and Th versions of Daniel, and will provide the necessary 
background for the understanding of the stated goals as well as the 
methodology employed to achieve them. 
Translation Technique and Textual Criticism 
Foremost in the research of TT in the OG is the need of a model 
that is appropriate for the analysis of two very different ancient 
languages. In recent years there has been an increasing emphasis on 
the features of literalism in a translation, but it is the contention 
of this thesis that the focus on literalism is inadequate to describe 
the TT of any book, particularly a free translation like the OG of 
Daniel. 4 The emphasis on literalism has been influenced by two 
scholars who have set forth most clearly the means for defining 
3See also the article by Moshe Goshen-Gottstein, in which he 
raises concerns about the increasing specialization and fragmentation 
within biblical scholarship, in "The Textual Criticism of the Old 
Testament: Rise, Decline, Rebirth," JBL 102 (1983): 365-99. 
4For studies which focus on the criteria for literalism see, G. 
Marquis, "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Criterion for the 
Evaluation of Translation Technique," ed. C. Cox VI Congress of the 
IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: scholars Press, 1988), pp. 405-424; "Word 
Order as a Criterion for the Evaluation of Translation Technique in 
the LXX and the Evaluation of Word-order Variants as Exemplified in 
LXX-Ezekiel." Textus 13 (1986): 59-84; E. Tov, and B.G. Wright. 
"Computer Assisted Study of the Criteria for Assessing the Literalness 
of Trans lat ion Uni ts in the LXX," Textus 12 (1985): 149-187 ~ B .G. 
Wright, "The Quantitative Representation of Elements: Evaluating 
tLiteralism' in the LXX," ed. C. Cox. VI Congress of the IOSCS. SCS 23 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 311-335; No Small Difference. 
Sirach's Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent Text. SCS 26 (Atlanta: 
scholars Press, 1989). 
2 
literalism: James Barr and Emanuel Tov. In separate works, first Barr 
and then Tov proposed criteria for literalism, which were very similar 
in content. 5 In this thesis we will focus on Tov's approach, however, 
because he has been particularly influential in focusing the energy of 
scholars towards investigating the characteristics of literalism in 
the books of the LXX. Tov's influence is due to several factors, not 
the least of which are his voluminous and meticulous writings in the 
area of TT and the research of the LXX in general. 6 He has also been 
instrumental in the CATSS7 project. 
The research on the characteristics of literalism has 
concentrated on generating statistics that measure the degree to which 
various books formally reproduce the source text 1n the receptor 
language. Although these statistics are helpful as a general guide to 
TT, they are insufficient to describe how the translator understood 
the text before him in any particular case. Specific criticisms of 
the focus on literalism for the study of TT are made in CH 3 in order 
to support the view that it is inadequate as a methodology. Though 
the methodology of Tov, but, more particularly, its application by 
Galen Marquis and Benjamin Wright, is criticized, it is my intention 
that this appraisal is viewed constructively. OUr common goal is to 
refine a methodology for the analysis of TT and apply it to the LXX. 
This thesis is one more step in that process. 
The criticisms of the focus on literalism will also serve to 
prepare for the presentation of the proposed methodology for TT in CH 
4. The contention of this thesis is that the analysis of TT should be 
informed by the insights of modern linguistic research. The science 
of linguistics has made great gains in the past century and the last 
5Barr , "Typology", p. 294; E. Tov, TCU, pp. 54-60. 
6Besides TCU, Tov has published numerous articles dealing with 
translation technique and the LXX in general (see the bibliography). 
He has recently published a volume on the textual criticism of the 
Hebrew Bible which is already acknowledged to be the standard. See E. 
Tov, Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible, (Minneapolis: Fortress. 
1992) • 
7CATSS = Computer Assisted Tools for Septuagint Studies. The 
CATSS project is based at the University of Pennsylvania and the 
Hebrew University of Jerusalem and is under the co-direction of Robert 
Kra f t and Emanue I Tov. 
3 
30 years of Biblical scholarship reveal the growing influence of 
linguistics in biblical studies.8 Though some scholars have used 
linguistic principles in their research of TT in the LXX (notably 
Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen and his students Raija Sollamo and Anneli 
Aejmelaeus9), they have confined their investigations to specific 
areas of syntax and applied them to numerous books of the LXX rather 
than attempting to describe the TT of a particular book. However, 
there has been one recent publication that appeared during the course 
of this research that does offer a TT analysis of a biblical book 
employing a linguistic approach. lO H. Szpek offers a very thorough 
model for the analysis of TT; and we will be in dialogue with it at 
numerous points in this thesis. A theoretical foundation and linguis-
tic model for the TT analysis of the individual units/books of the LXX 
will be presented in chapter four, and it will be applied to the OG 
and Th versions of Daniel in CH 5. 
The existence of two Greek versions of the book of Daniel, which 
are closely related to the same Vorlage (at least in chapters 1-3 snd 
7-12), furnishes us with ideal examples for the demonstration of our 
methodology. The two versions are particularly appropriate because 
they manifest important differences in how each rendered its parent 
text. It has become cemmon to conceptualize these differences by 
referring to the 00 version as a "free" translation, whereas Th's 
translation is described as "literal. ,,11 These characterizations, 
8James Barr justly deserves much of the credit for putting 
Biblical scholars on the right track in his book, The Semantics of 
Biblical Language, (Oxford: University Press, 1961). 
9See I. Soisalon-Soininen, Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta, (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1965); R. Sollamo, Renderings of 
Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint, DHL 19. (Helsinki: 
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1979); A. Aejmelaeus, Parataxis in the 
Septuagint, DHL 31 (Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982). 
IOH.M. Szpek, Translation Technique in the Peshitta to JC?b: A 
Model for Evaluating a Text with Documentation from the Peshitta to 
Job, SBLDS 137 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992). See also J. D~ w~rd, 
"Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators of Ruth, BIb 54 
(1973): 499-515; "Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators 
of AmOs," Bib 59 (1978): 339-50. 
llThack., pp. 12-13; H.B. Swete, An Introduction to the Old 
Testament in Greek, rev. by R.R. Ottley, (cambridge: University Press, 
1914), pp. 43, 310. 
4 
however, have tended to cast more shadow than light on the subject. 
In fact, the majority of the books of the LXX were translated very 
literally; and the differences between "literal" and "free" 
translations have sometimes been overemphasized without due attention 
to features that they have in common. James Barr draws attention to 
this very point when he states: "truly tfree' translation in the sense 
in which this might be understood by the modern literary public, 
scarcely existed in the world of the LXX, or indeed of much of ancient 
biblical translation in general. ,,12 
It has already been mentioned that the primary reason for the 
analysis of TT arises from the crucial role it plays in textual 
criticism. 13 Since the aim is to develop an approach to the analysis 
of TT that also serves the practical needs of the textual critic, 
selected readings from Daniel will also be examined in CH 5 in order 
to illustrate how the results from TT can be applied to textual 
criticism of the Hebrew text. 
The Book of Daniel 
The content of Daniel may be divided into two parts: chapters 
one to six consist of court-tales narrated from the perspective of a 
third person,14 and chapters seven to twelve in which the character 
Daniel relates in the first person four visions he received. In the 
semitic text the book may also be divided on the basis of language. 
Chapters 1:1-2:4a and 8-12 are written in Hebrew, while 2:4b-7:28 are 
written in Aramaic. The obvious difficulty is the changes in content 
12 J. Barr, "The Typology of Li teral ism in Ancient Bibl ical 
Translat ions, " NAKG, I. phi l.-hist. Kl. (GOtt ingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1979), p. 281. 
13 See L. Greenspoon, "The Use and Abuse of the Term tLXX' and 
Related Terminology in Recent Scholarship," BIoses 20 (1987): 21-29. 
14A scholarly consensus has recently developed, led by John J. 
Collins that the court-tales originate from the background of 
"manticism" and that Daniel is positively portrayed as a wise 
courtier. However, this view has been subjected to serious criticism 
by R.G. Wooden who is completing his doctoral wo~k at ~t. Andrews 
University. See J.J. Collins, "The COurt-Tales In DanIel and the 
Development of Apocalyptic," JBL 94 (1975): 218-234; W.L. Humphre~s. " 
"A Lifestyle for Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of Esther and DanIel. 
lBL 92 (1973): 211-223. 
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and the perspective from which the events are narrated do not coincide 
with the changes from HebreW-Aramaic-Hebrew. 15 
Not only are there linguistic and literary anomalies preserved 
in the HA version of Daniel, but the textual tradition of Daniel 
preserved in the LXX and the other ancient versions is very different 
from the Masoretic Text (MT). Daniel is ordered among the prophets in 
the LXX (as in the Protestant canon), while in the Hebrew canon it is 
placed with the Writings. 16 The LXX also has three additions to the 
book: 17 "The Prayer of Azariah and the Hymn of the Three Young Men," 
"Susanna," and "Bel and the Dragon. ,,18 One final anomaly concerns the 
fact that during the course of the development of the LXX the OG 
translation of Daniel was supplanted by the so-called Th version. 
The co-existence of the OG and Th versions of Daniel inevitably 
leads to a discussion of how the two are related to one another. The 
third aim of this investigation is to determine whether Th is a 
translation or a recension of the OG and, if it is a recension, is it 
15The recent thesis by Pablo David is a detailed investigation of 
the bilingual character of the book as it relates to its literary 
growth. See P. S. David, "The Composition and Structure of the Book 
of Daniel: A Synchronic and Diachronic Reading," (Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Katholicke Universiteit, Leuven, 1991). 
16For an excellent discussion of the issues involved see Klaus 
Koch, "Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?" Int 39 (1985): 117-130. 
17The Roman catholic church at the council of Trent in 1546 upheld 
their authority and declared them to be "deuterocanonical," i.e. of 
the second canon. carey A. Moore, Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The 
Additions, AB 44 (New York: Doubleday, 1977), p. 3. 
18For background to the order of appearance of the additions in 
the Greek versions and for the influence of the Greek versions on the 
other ancient versions, see Mont. pp. 5-7, 24-57. The presence of 
these additions and the existence of manuscript fragments of these and 
other Daniel stories found at Qumran has led many scholars to conclude 
the MT of Daniel (particularly chs. 1-6) was compiled from a wider 
cycle of existing stories. See, Moore, Additions, p. 29. This 
strengthens the earlier views of scholars such as Mont., p .. 90 and 
C.C. Torrey that the Aramaic ch~. 2-6 were enlarged later Wlt~ ch. 7 
in Aramaic and chs. 1 and 8-12 In Hebrew. See C. C. Torrey, Notes on 
the Aramaic Part of Daniel," Transactions of the Connecticut Academy 
of Arts and Sciences 15 (1909): 250. 
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part of the kaige tradition?19 Most scholars would affirm that Th is 
a recension (or revision) of the QG,20 but such an assessment has to 
be grounded in a detailed analysis. Previous research on the 
recensions have been limited primarily to lexical studies,21 whereas 
this investigation of TT offers the opportunity of providing a more 
complete description of the activity of Th. There have been two 
criteria proposed to determine whether a text IS a revision of another 
text: 1) there must be a sufficient number of distinctive agreements 
between the texts to prove that one used the other as its basis; 2) 
that the revisor worked in a certain way, i.e., in our case, towards 
the proto-MT. 22 The first criterion is more important than the second 
19The best recent introductions to the text of the Septuagint and 
the recensions have been written by E. Tov and o. Munnich. See Tov, 
"Die griechischen Bibeltibersetzungen," ANRW 11.20.1 (1986): 121-89; G. 
Darival, M. Harl, and O. Munnich, La Bible Grecque des Septante, 
(Paris: ~ditions du CERF, 1988), pp. 129-200. See also S. Jellicoe, 
The Septuagint and Modern Study, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1968). The 
terminology kaige tradition rather than recension is employed because 
there is no justification for treating the texts identified with kaige 
as a monolithic group. See J. w. Wevers, "Barthelemy and Proto-
Septuagint Studies," BIoses 21 (1988): 33-34. See also the recent 
exhaustive treatment of the revisor of Job by Peter Gentry, "An 
Analysis of the Revisor's Text of the Greek Job" (Ph.D. Dissertation, 
University of Toronto, 1994), pp. 411-484, 488. 
20DA , pp. 43-44; 66-67; J.R. Busto Saiz, "EI Texto Teodocionico de 
Daniel y la Traduccion de Simaco," Sef 40 (1980): 41-55; Tov, 
"Bibeltibersetzungen," 177-178. A. Schmitt agrees Th is a recension, 
but believes it is not part of kaige. See Schmitt, p. 112. 
21DA; K.G. O'Connell, The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of 
Exodus, HSM 3 (cambridge: Harvard university Press, 1972); E. Tov, 
Jeremiah and Baruch; w. Bodine, The Greek Text of Judges, HSM 23 
(Chico: Scholars Press, 1980); L.J. Greenspoon, Textual Studies in the 
Book of Joshua, HSM 28 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1983). A notable 
exception to the above studies is the recent thesis by Gentry. 
Although his approach is slightly different from the methodology that 
is presented in CH 4, he provides an exhaustive analysis of the 
Theodotionic material in the text of Job. Besides the lexical 
equivalency of all nouns in Theodotion Job, Gentry separately examines 
proper nouns, common nouns, differences in number, bound phrases, . 
attributive phrases, and articulation. He then treats the translatIon 
of all pronouns, verbal forms, particles, prepositions, and 
conjunctions in separate categories. 
22E. Tov, The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch. H5M 8 (Missoula: scholars Press, 1976), p. 43; J.W. Wevers, "An Apologia for 
Septuagint Studies," BIOSeS 18 (19~5): 29-33; L. J. Mc:aregor, The 
Greek Text of Ezekiel: An ExaminatIon of Its HomogeneIty, SCS, 18 
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for two reasons. If a text is closer to the MT, it may be that a 
translator just worked that way. Therefore, a sufficient number of 
distinctive agreements are required in order to prove dependence. 
Unfortunately, even the criterion of distinctive agreements has 
to be applied cautiously, because agreements may be explained as later 
corruptions during the transmission of the texts. Therefore, we have 
to add a third criterion to our list: distinctive disagreements. 
Distinctive disagreements are not mere inconsistencies found in the 
work of the (presumed) revisor, but renditions which are totally 
independent of the text (presumably) being revised. In other words, 
distinctive disagreements are features that indicate the work of an 
independent translator. In a comparison of the texts of Th and OG in 
Daniel we will have to weigh very carefully evidence of agreements and 
disagreements in order to give us a balanced perspective of Th's text, 
especially when our witnesses to the text of the OG are so sparse. 
Even with the advent of 967 as a witness to the OG we will discover 
that there remains significant evidence that the text of OG has been 
corrupted through harmonization to MT and Th. Therefore, determining 
the relationship that existed between the texts in their original 
composition is a complex question, and requires that the original OG 
text be disentangled as much as possible from the later corrupted 
form. In some passages this task is impossible. However, the 
analysis of the texts in CH 5 will provide the reader with an oppor-
tunity to draw his/her own conclusion regarding this issue. The 
analysis of CH 5 will also inform the analysis of Th's relationship to 
the kaige tradition in CH 6. 
Texts and Witnesses Consulted 
The HA text for this study IS the fourth edition of Biblia 
Hebraica Stuttgartensia (BHS) , which is based on the Leningrad Codex 
of the Masoretic Text. 23 Reference is also made to the manuscript 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985), pp. 132-133. 
23K. Elliger and W. Rudolph, Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia, 
(Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977). 
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fragments from Qumran, particularly 4QDana,b,c. 24 The fragments from 
caves 1 and 6 do not witness any significant variants from MT~ though 
1QDana does have the beginning of the Aramaic section in 2:4b. 25 
The main text for the Th version of Daniel is the critical text 
by Ziegler. 26 The situation is more complicated with respect to OG 
because the Th version supplanted it at an early date and the majority 
of manuscripts we possess witness to this later Th version. There are 
only two extant witnesses to the complete text of OG, and only one of 
them is in Greek. The Chisian (Chigi) manuscript, numbered 88 by 
Rahlfs and Ziegler,27 is dated in the 9-11th centuries C.E. The other 
manuscript is the Syro-Hexapla (Syh) which was completed by Paul of 
Tella in 615-617 C.E. The syh IS an extremely literal translation of 
Origen's Hexapla into Syriac. 28 One notable feature of 88 and Syh is 
the extent of their agreement. Ziegler refers to them as "sister 
manuscripts. ,,29 
The only extant pre-hexaplaric manuscript of Daniel is papyrus 
967 which was discovered in 1931 and required 46 years and four 
editors before it was fully published. 30 Unfortunately, Ziegler was 
only able to make use of the texts published by Kenyon, so the 
24Eugene Ulrich, "Daniel Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 1: A 
Preliminary Edition of 4QDana," BASOR 26~ (.1987): 1.1-:37; "Daniel b Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 2: A PrelImInary EdItIon of 4QDan and 
4QDanc," BASOR 274 (1989): 3-26. 
25 f Jeans., p. 6, n. 3. 
26 J . Ziegler, Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco, Septuaginta 16:2 
(GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1954). 
27A. Rahlfs, ed, Septuaginta, id est Vetus Testamentum Graece 
iuxta LXX Intepretes, 2 vols., (Stuttgart: Privilegierte wtirttem-
bergische Bibelanstalt, 1935); Zieg. Incorrectly numbered as 8~ by 
H.B. Swete, The Old Testament in Greek According to the SeptuagInt, 3 
vols., (Oxford: Clarendon, 1897). 
28A. Voobus, The Hexapla and the Syro-Hexapla, (Wetteren: CUI tura, 
1971), pp. 55-57. 
29 Z i eg., p. 13. 
30Sir F.G. Kenyon. The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. Fasc. VIII 
Ezekiel, naniel. Esther (Plates and Tex~), (London: Emery wal~er, _ 
1937-38); Geissen in 1968~ Hamm. I-II, In 1969; Hamm, III-IV In 197/; 
R. Roca-Puig. "Daniel: Dos Semifogli del Codex 967." Aegyptus 56 
(1976): 3-18. 
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GOttingen critical edition of OG is lacking the readings of 967 in the 
editions published by Hamm, Geissen, and Roca-Puig. The necessity of 
reconstructing the OG for these sections is made obvious by the number 
of variants between 967 and Ziegler's text. For example, in chs. 1-2 
alone there are approximately 350 variants between 967 and Ziegler's 
text! There is also no doubt that 967 is the more faithful witness to 
the original OG text. 3! Therefore, all the variant readings from the 
aforementioned editions of 967 have been collated and evaluated 
/ 
against Zfegler's critical text in CH 2. 32 Obviously, it would have 
been more practical to have analyzed an established critical text, and 
if a revised edition of Ziegler's text were not already in preparation 
by O. Munnich, the OG text of Daniel would have been worthy of a 
thesis in its own right. 33 On the other hand, the OG and Th texts of 
Daniel were ideal for the purposes of this thesis, so by establishing 
a preliminary critical text we should be able to achieve reasonably 
accurate results. Furthermore, the editors of 967 and other scholars 
like Jeansonne and Albertz have already evaluated variant readings In 
the papyrus. In many cases they have provided more than adequate 
reason to adopt a reading as OG, and the reader is frequently directed 
to one of their volumes for more detailed discussions. This is not to 
say that any text-critical decisions were made lightly or without 
thorough examination of each and every reading. It only recognizes 
that the discussion of the variants and the reasons for some decisions 
are not as full as they might be otherwise. 
Occasional reference is also made to the standard critical 
31 See Zieg., pp. 19-21; Hamm, I-II, pp. 19-55. Due to the limited 
number of witnesses to the OG we also have to recognize the 
provisional nature of any critical reconstruct~on of the text .. Given 
the obvious superiority of 967 it is odd that In a recent theSiS T. 
Meadowcroft characterizes Ziegler's text as "biased" toward 967. See 
"A Literary Critical Comparison of the Masoretic Text and Septuagint 
of Daniel 2-7," (Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Edinburgh, 1993)l 
p. 22. 
32A modified form of a collation of the variants has been used to 
supplement the variant files for Daniel in the CATSS project. 
33The revised edition of Ziegler's text byO. Munnich is due for 
completion in the next few years. 
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editions of the Peshitta and Vulgate versions of Daniel. 34 
Computers and the Analysis of IT 
It is important to acknowledge the significance that modern 
technology played in the completion of this research. I am grateful 
to Dr. Robert A. Kraft who made available the Daniel files from the 
CATSS project for use 
the CATSS database. 35 
the LXX/00.36 Second, 
Mr. Third, there are 
in this thesis. There are three main parts to 
First, there is the morphological analysis of 
there is a parallel alignment of the LXX/OG and 
the textual variants for the LXX/OG. 37 All of 
the Daniel files proved useful in the present research, though the 
morphologically analyzed OG along with the morphologically analyzed MY 
were of prime importance. 38 These texts were searched in order to 
isolate specific words, morphemes, or syntactical constructions for 
purposes of comparison. The programs LBASE and Bible Windows39 were 
used to read, search, and retrieve the data from the Biblical texts. 
34T. Sprey and The Peshitta Institute, eds., The Old Testament 
According to the Peshi tta Version: Daniel and Bel and the Dragon, 
(Leiden: Brill, 1980); R. Weber et al., eds., Biblia Sacra Juxta 
Vulgatam Versionem, 2 vols. (Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 
1983) . 
35For a discussion of the philosophy behind the database and the 
apparatus used see J.R. Abercrombie et aI, Computer Assisted Tools for 
Septuagint Studies: Volume 1, Ruth, SCS 20 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1984). For the most recent progress report on the project and a 
bibliography of published studies which have used the database, see E. 
Tov, "The CATSS Project: A Progress Report", ed. C. Cox, VI J Congress 
of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), pp. 157-163. 
36 It should be noted that we use LXX/OG because critical editions 
of the 00 for each book of the LXX have not yet been written. The 
text of Rahlfs' has been adopted for the data in such cases, but the 
database itself is continually updated with advances in research. 
37 See B. A. Taylor, "The CATSS Variant Database: An Evaluat ion," 
BIOSCS 25 (1992): 28-37. 
38The morphologically tagged MY is distributed by Westminister 
Theological Seminary. 
39Developed by John Baima and distributed through Silver Mountain 
Software, Texas. 
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WinGreek40 was also helpful to read the data and was used in 
conjunction with the wordprocessor in CH 2 to display the texts In the 
original languages. Neither LBASE or WinGreek could use the parallel 
alignment and morphological files interactively,41 so the actual 
comparison and analysis of the data was done manually. 
A Note on the Citation of the Texts of Daniel 
Most readers are familiar with the fact that the chapter and 
verse divisions are different in Mr and the critical edition of the 
Greek texts in Ziegler. However, these discrepancies are confined 
primarily to chs. 3, 4, and 6. In an effort to be as inclusive as 
possible, passages in Daniel will be cited as follows. In CH 2 
citations will always follow Ziegler because our focus is the critical 
text of OG, and Ziegler's edition is the established critical text. 
Apart from CH 2 the cited text will always be MT in the first 
instance, while any deviations will follow in round ( ) brackets. For 
example, the passage corresponding to 3:24 in MT IS 3:91 in OG and Th, 
so it will be cited as 3:24(91). The basic rule IS that there is a 
difference of three verses in ch. 4 and one verse in ch. 6. 
Furthermore, the differences between the HA and Greek texts of 
Daniel means that in many cases OG has a plus or minus when compared 
to Mr. Therefore, in our discussion of translation equivalents it 
will be noted when there is no corresponding Vorlage (eg. OG=O). 
40A shareware program developed by Dr. Peter Gentry and Andrew 
Fountain. 
41Compare the software developed for a different computer sys~em 
by G. Marquis in G. Marquis, "Computer Assisted Tools for SeptuagInt 
and Bible Study for ALL--Transcript of a Demonstration," ed. C. Cox, 
VII Congress of the lOSeS, scs 31 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), pp. 
165-203; the procedure of Wright, Differences. pp. 259-260. 
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Chapter I 
Previous Research into 
the OG and Th Versions of Daniel 
A thorough history of research into the OG and Th versions of 
Daniel up to 1980 is available elsewhere. 1 Therefore, we are only 
required to note the main lines of investigation in previous studies 
and to expand the discussion on occasions necessary for the aims of 
this research. An arbitrary division has been imposed between studies 
prior to and following Barthelemy's publication of Les Devanciers 
D'Aquila in 1963 because of the impact of this work on subsequent LXX 
research. 
I. Early Investigations of the ex; and (Ur)Theodotion 
The most extensive early examination of OG was by A. Bludau In 
1897. Unfortunately, Bludau laboured prior to the discovery of 
papyrus 967. His evaluation of OG was therefore of necessity only 
partial, and renders some of his data invalid. 2 Although a pre-
Hexaplaric witness to the OG might have altered Bludau's assessment of 
the text somewhat, it would not have affected his basic premise that 
the Vorlage of the OG was Mr. On the assumption that the OG had the 
equivalent of MY as a Vorlage, Bludau invariably concluded that any 
differences between the two resulted from intentional changes 
introduced by the translator. 3 This assumption also led Bludau to 
investigate chs. 1-3, 7-12 separately from 4-6, which he characterized 
lMcCrystall, pp. 1-67. 
2For example, the picture Bludau (pp. 46-57) provides of 
additions and omissions in OG is completely changed when one accounts 
for the witness of 967. Bludau was aware of these difficulties, as he 
notes "Bei aIle dem bleibt der LXX-Text des Buches Daniel noch immer 
, ." 
an vielen Stellen unslcher, p. 28. 
3This methodology is well attested in his 27 page analysis of 
9:24-27. See Blud., pp. 104-130; see the criticisms of Jeans., pp. 
125-130. 
as "Paraskeuase, Epitome, Paraphrase. ,,4 
Regarding the translation of chs. 1-3, 7-12 Bludau stated, "It 
was faithfully and carefully done on the whole, however, the 
translation was produced more according to the sense [of the Vorlage] 
than according to literalness."S It should also be pointed out that 
Bludau made a further distinction in the quality of the translation. 
He applied the above assessment mainly to chs. 1,2, and 7, whereas he 
regarded parts of chs. 8-12, especially chI 11, as incomprehensible 
apart from retroversion. At this point, it is sufficient to note that 
Bludau notes a discrepency in the TT employed in Daniel and suggests 
that it is worthy of further investigation. 6 
The first section of Bludau's study included an examination of 
sources, which betrayed influence by the OG and Th of Daniel, and he 
observed that there were already quotations and allusions to Th in the 
NT. The relationship of Th to the OG received some attention by 
Bludau, but the problem of Ur-Theodotion received more complete 
treatment in other quarters. 7 
The "problem" of Ur-Theodotion 1S that the NT documents that 
reveal dependence on Th were written prior to the period when the 
4Blud ., p. 143 and see also p. 31 where Bludau includes chI 3 in 
this assessment. See also A.A. Bevan, A Short Commentary on the BOok 
of Daniel, (Cambridge: University Press, 1892), p. 46. That chs. 4-6 
are paraphrase has been the view of the majority of scholars, as we 
shall note below. 
5Blud ., p. 34, "Sie ist im ganzen treu und sorgfaltig gearbeitet, jedoch ist mehr dem Sinn als dem Buchstaben Rechnung getragen." 
6Blud ., pp. 34-35, suggests that the reason for the discrepancy 
lies in the translator's deficient knowledge of Hebrew as compared to 
Aramaic since the Hebrew language was dead or dying. As regards chs. 
(3)4-6, he also offered the conclusion that the translator adopted a 
previously written revision into his work (p. 218). 
7Blud ., p. 24, does venture to suggest that a major reason ,for 
the decline of OG was that the translator had given new expreSSIon to 
the prophecy in 9:24-27 which "ganz ungeeignet war fUr eine Deutung 
auf die Zeit, in welcher der Messias erschienen war." He also tho~ght 
Th was a translation rather than a reV1S10n of OG. Cf. Bevan (~nlel. 
p. 2) who considered Th a revision of OG. 
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historical Theodotion is believed to have lived.8 The most reliable 
reference to Theodotion is by Irenaeus in his treatise Against 
Heresies, iii. 24, in which he refers to Theodotion as an Ephesian and 
a Jewish proselyte. Since Irenaeus mentions Theodotion prior to 
Aquila some scholars have taken this to mean that Theodotion preceded 
Aquila. 9 Although another reference to Theodotion by Epiphanius is 
unreliable for the purpose of dating,IO it appears to be further early 
confirmation that such a figure did exist." However, A. Salvesen has 
examined Epiphanius' testimony about Aquila, Symmachus, and Theodotion 
and notes the use of stereotyped descriptions of each. She concludes 
that Epiphanius was attempting to discredit the three and his "account 
should be treated with caution." Furthermore, Salvesen states, "It is 
interesting that Theodotion ... is not subjected to the same 
vilification as Aquila and Syrnmachus. This may be because there was 
no such translator, and Epiphanius therefore had only a hazy notion of 
his biography. ,,12 
A very good summary and early discussion of the problem of Ur-Th 
8For a survey of the evidence of citations and allusions to OG 
and Th Daniel in NT and patristic authors, see P. Grelot, "Les 
versions grecques de Daniel," Bib 47 (1966): 381-402; F.C. Burkitt, 
The Old Latin and the ltala, Texts and Studies IV.3 (Cambridge, 
1896) . 
9Contrary to the order 
Symmachus, in the Hexapla. 
83-94. 
of the appearance of Aquila, Theodotion, 
Mont., p. 47; Jellicoe, Septuagint, pp. 
IOMont., pp. 46-50; Swete, Introduction, pp. 42-43. Epiphanius, 
De mens. et pond. 17, places Theodotion under Commodus (c. 180). This 
is obviously contradicted by Irenaeus' reference in Ag. Her. which was 
written 180-189. 
"If this Theodotion was in any way responsible for any 
revision/translation work in the LXX he would have done this work 
between 130-180. Mont. suggests an early dating whereas Jellicoe 
(Septuagint, p. 92) places him "towards the end of the second century 
A.D." 
12See A. Salvesen, Symmachus in the Pentateuch, JSSM, 15 (Manches-
ter: University Press, 1991), pp. 287-289. See also DA, pp. 146-1~1 
and the discussion of Jerome's uncertain identification of TheodotIon: 
"And Theodotion, at any rate, was an unbeliever subsequent to the. 
advent of Christ, although some assert that he was an Ebionite, whIch 
is another variety of Jew." 
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is provided in an art icle by J. Gwynn. 13 Gwynn dates the historical 
Theodotion prior to Aquila, around 180, and explains the Theodotionic 
citations in NT as follows: 
•.• side by side with the Chisian LXX, there was current 
among the Jews, from pre-Christian times, another version 
of Daniel, more deserving of the name, claiming to belong 
to the Lftt collection and similar in general character to 
the LXX. 
Thus, according to Gwynn, Theodotion made only minor revisions to a 
prIor Greek version which was held in high authority by the church and 
pre-dated the Chis ian LXX preserved from the fifth column of the 
Hexapla. I5 Since the publication of DA scholars have devoted more 
time to discussion of the recensional characteristics of kaige-
Theodot ion, 16 and it has become generally accepted that a second 
century Theodotion did not participate in any way in the recension 
that bears his name. I7 
Returning to the discussion of OG and chs. 4-6, we note that not 
everyone accepted the view that chs. 4-6 were paraphrastic. In 
contrast to Bludau, G. Jahn, following the lead of P. Riessler, 
adopted the Hexaplaric text as the most original and attempted to 
reconstruct the original Hebrew by retroversion. I8 The same procedure 
I3 J . Gwynn, "Theodotion," in A Dictionary of Christian Biography, 
ed. W. Smith and H. Wace (London: John Murray, 1897), IV: 970-979. 
1 4 Gwynn , "Theodot ion," p. 976. 
I50n this basis Gwynn could explain the early citations of the 
Chisian LXX, as well as why the church would accept a revision by a 
Jewish proselyte. 
I6 kaige-Theodotion appears to have been coined by Tov in 
"Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the Old 
Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-92. 
I7Jellicoe (Septuagint, p. 92) had given qualified acceptance of 
Theodotion's later input, whereas Barthelemy in DA had rejected his 
involvement altogether. Others, such as Shenkl (Chronology, p. 17), 
O'Connell (Exodus, p. 5), and Tov (Hebrew Bible, p. 145) allow for the 
later use or revision of the recension by Theodotion. 
18p . Riessler, £as Buch ~niel, (Stuttgart: Roth'sche, 1899), 28-
44; G. Jahn, Des Buch ~niel nach der Septuaginta hergeste!l~, 
(Leipzig: Pfeiffer, 1904). C. Kuhl also worked on the addltl~n to ~h. 
3 which he believed was based on a Hebrew Vorlage. C. Kuhl, Dle Drel 
Manner im Feuer, BZAW, 55 (Giessen: Alfred Tope 1m ann) , 1930. 
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was embraced by R.H. Charles in his commentary (1929), who argued the 
"LXX makes its greatest contribution to the recovery of the original 
text over against the late redacted text of the MT, particularly in 
chapter 4 and to a less extent in 5. ,,19 Charles recognized that the 
OG of Daniel had to be reconstructed, but, like Jahn, he has been 
justly criticized for his excessive preference for the OG against 
MT. 20 His text-critical judgments were not always guided as much by 
an analysis of TT of the OG as they were by literary criteria. For 
example, according to Charles, "which are four" (l':l.,M l'lM ,') in 7:17 
should be omitted with the LXX because, "the seer knows perfectly well 
the number of the kingdoms. ,,21 On the other hand, his and Jahn' s 
hypothetical reconstructions of the Vorlage in chs. 4-6 are very 
valuable and support the case that the OG represents an early 
translation. Charles also allowed for activity by the historical 
Theodot ion, but Ur-Th, though based on an Aramaic Vorlage,22 was later 
In date, and "borrowed its renderings largely from the LXX. ,,23 
The arguments for an alternative Vorlage did not impress J.A. 
Montgomery, whose commentary (1927) remains an indispensable tool for 
the study of the textual history of the book of Daniel. Despite 
writing prior to the discovery of papyrus 967, Montgomery recognized 
that many of the obscure and inaccurate translations in the original 
LXX (his terminology) resulted from "the presence of genuine glosses, 
both primary and secondary, which may occur lines away from their 
proper designation, ... and also of doublet translations.,,24 He 
also believed there was "considerable evidence" that the expanded text 
19Charles, p. lvii. 
20We will return to the question of the history of transmission of 
Daniel and which version is more "original" at the end of this 
chapter. 
21 Ibid ., p. 189. 
22Charles, xxxvii-I, argues Daniel was originally written 
completely in Aramaic and was followed in this by Zimmerman. See F. 
Zimmerman "The Aramaic Original of Daniel 8-12," JBL 57 (1938): 255-
72; "some'verses in the Light of a Translation Hypothesis," JBL 58 
(1939): 349-54. 
23 I bid.. pp . CXV 111, I x i x . 
24Mon t ., p. 36. 
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of chs. 4-6 was based on a semitic Vorlage, but dismissed the 
feasibility of using the OG to correct the HA. 
The very ingenuity of the translator must put us on guard 
against accepting his facile translations as representing 
a better text than HA. The lists assembled by the writer 
for cases where OG may be used against HA yield a small 
modicum ~f positive betterments, many of them hanging in a 
balance. 
With regard to Ur-Th, Montgomery posited that a written source was not 
necessary, and suggested that the historical Theodotion may have drawn 
upon a Hellenistic oral Targum.26 
J.M. Rife and A.P. Wikgren did Ph.D. dissertations using the OG 
of Daniel at the University of Chicago a few years later, but their 
aim was to show that the semitic character of the gospels could not be 
traced to semitic sources. 27 The work of later scholars in the Greek 
texts of Daniel would be influenced significantly by two factors: the 
initial discovery (1931) and partial publication of Papyrus 967 
(1937), and the publication of DA in 1963. 
II. LXX Research Since Barthelemy 
The publication of DA in 1963 IS justly recognized as a 
watershed in present LXX research. 28 In DA Barthelemy presented a 
translation of the Greek Scroll of the Minor Prophets, which is dated 
25 Ibid ., p. 37 and see notes on pp. 247-249, 267, 280-281. Cf. 
the judgment of Charles (below) and earlier by Bevan (~niel, pp. 
53f.) who stated: "The very fact that the Greek translator often 
missed the sense where it is perfectly plain to us, and where his text 
evidently agreed with the Masoretic, renders it highly improbable that 
he was capable of making plausible emendations." 
26 Mont., p. 50. 
27A.P• Wikgren, "A Comparative Study of the Theodotionic and 
Septuagint Translations of Daniel," (Ph.D. diss., University of 
Chicago, 1932); J.M. Rife, "Some Translation Phenom~na in the Greek 
Versions of Daniel," (Ph.D. diss., University of ChIcagO, 1931); "The 
Mechanics of Translation Greek," JBL 52 (1933): 244-252. Wikgren's 
thesis is limited to chs. 1:2-2:4 and 8, but it contains useful 
insights. 
28Wevers, "Barthe lemy," pp. 23-34. 
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to the middle of the first century C.E. 29 More importantly, Barthel-
emy isolated revisionary techniques that the Minor Prophet Scroll had 
in common with other Greek transiations30 and argued that they were 
the product of a group or school of translators located in Palestine 
that culminated in the work of Aquila. The main characteristics of 
the group is the translation of C) by lCuiy£ (hence the name kaige 
recension) coupled with the non-translation of nM by a,)v.31 
Barthelemy suggested the recension was completed between 30-50 C.E. 
and identified the translator with Jonathan ben tUzziel who has 
traditionally been associated with the authorship of an Aramaic Targum 
in the mid-first century C.E.32 Barthelemy included Th within kaige, 
and subsequent research has been devoted to isolating further 
characteristics of the recension and its members.33 His location of the 
recension in Palestine has never attained widespread support, and o. 
Munnich has cogently demonstrated that the links between kaige and 
Rabbinic exegesis are tenuous.34 
29DA , pp. 167-168; F.M. Cross, The Ancient Library of Qumran and 
Modern Biblical Studies, rev. ed. (Westport: Greenwood, 1958), p. 171, 
fn. 13. The scroll has now been published in the DJD series. See E. 
Tov, R.A. Kraft, P.J. Parsons, The Greek Minor Prophets Scroll from 
Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr) , DJD VIII (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990). 
30The texts he identified as belonging to this recension are 
Lamentat ions, Ruth, cant ica, ~y and y5 of Kings, the B text of Judges, 
the Theodotionic additions to Job and Jeremiah, Th Daniel, the sixth 
column of the Hexapla and the Quinta of the Psalter. (DA, p. 47). 
31 1bid., pp. 15-46. Barthelemy added eight more characteristics 
as well, pp. 48-80. 
32 I bid., pp . 144-15 7 . 
33Research on recensional characteristics has been carried out 
predominately at Harvard University. Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273 
lists 96 characteristics of Kaige which have been identified mainly by 
Barthelemy, Bodine, O'Connell and Shenkl. However, many of t~ese 
characteristics are dubious at best, while others should be dIscarded. 
See the analysis in CH 6. 
34Grelot accepts Barthelemy's conclusions in his art icle "Les 
versions grecques," pp. 393-396. Jellicoe follows the suggestion of 
Thackeray and argues for Ephesus in "Some Reflections on the KAlrE 
Recension," VT 23 (1973): 15-24. For a thorough critique of the 
putative Palestinian influence see, o. Munnich, "Contribution a l'etude 
de la premiere revision de la Septante," ANRW 11.20.1 (1986): 190-220. 
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Three years after the publication of DA, A. Schmitt's thesis was 
published in which he asked the question, "Stammt der sogennante a' 
Text bei Daniel wirklich von Theodotion?,,35 Schmitt was following up 
the suggestion made by Ziegler that, "OUr text probably has nothing to 
do with Theodotion, or the entire book was only superficially revised 
by him. ,,36 Schmitt attempted to prove Ziegler's thesis by subjecting 
Th and the remainder of the readings of Theodotion as witnessed in the 
sixth column of the hexapla to a thorough comparative analysis. 
Schmitt's analysis has been questioned, however, because we must 
ask whether "the so-called a-readings outside Daniel which are 
adduced by Armin Schmitt for comparison really stem from Theodo-
tion?,,37 Jellicoe's question is certainly valid, particularly when 
Schmitt omits the Theodotion readings of both 2 Ki. 11:2-3 Ki. 2: 11 and 
the minor prophets from his analysis on the basis of Barthelemy's view 
that these sections were not to be identified with kaige-Theodotion. 38 
Barthelemy also has responded to Schmitt's thesis with some specific 
criticisms of his own.39 The substance of Barthelemy's criticisms is 
that Schmitt uses singular instances where Th witnesses to a 
translation equivalent of the Hebrew, which is not found In Theodotion 
elsewhere, as proof that Th is not to be identified with kaige-
Theodotion. Barthelemy cites seven of Schmitt's examples and points 
out that in the vast majority of cases in each of Schmitt's examples Th 
does in fact use the same equivalent as Theodotion. Barthelemy 
See also L. Grabbe, "Aquila's Translation and Rabbinic Exegesis," JSS 
33 (1982): 527-36. 
35Schmi t t, Stammt der sogennante 8' Text bei Daniel wirklich von 
Theodotion? NAWG, I. phil.-hist. KI. (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1966). 
36Ziegler, Daniel, p. 28f. fn. 1, "Wahrscheinlich hat unser Text 
mit Theodotion tiberhaupt nichts zu tun, oder er ist nur ganz 
oberfUichlich von ihm tiberarbeitet." See also, J. W. Wevers, "Septua-
ginta Forschungen," TR 33 (1968): 31. 
37Jellicoe, "Reflections," p. 22. 
38Schmitt, Theodotion, p. 16. 
39D. Barthelemy, "Notes critiques sur quelqeus points d~histoire 
du texte " in Etudes d'histoire du texte de 1 'Ancien Testament, OBO, 
21 (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978), pp. 289-303. 
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concludes that the unique translations which Schmitt adduces are 
better explained as later "contaminations" or by the "incomplete nature 
of the recension. ,,40 
Barthelemy's criticisms of Schmitt are not compelling, however, 
and Schmitt himself has recently offered a response.41 It is 
instructive for the purposes of this thesis to enumerate Schmitt's 
response in some detail. First of all, Schmitt argues that the cases of 
the translation of vocabulary where the translation equivalent in Th 
normally agrees with Theodotion does not prove affinity with kaige-
Theodotion if the equivalent is OG. Since kaige-Theodotion generally 
corrects anomalous readings in the OG and chooses a more common 
translation, one has to explain the unusual translations in Th, which 
are not witnessed elsewhere in Theodotion, other than by resorting to 
later contaminations and an incomplete recension.42 For example, 
Barthelemy ("Notes," p. 298) refers to Schmitt (p. 42), where Schmitt 
states the translation of i1)"~ by £"U1tTtI111 in 1: 20 is unique to Th. 
Barthelemy points out that in 3 other instances Th follows the normal 
rendering of i1)"~ in Theodotion by translating it with auv£a\~ and 
suggests that 1:20 is an example of a later contamination. However, 
the usual translation of i1)"~ by auv£a\~ in Th is not that remarkable, 
because it is the most frequent translation equivalent (l8x) for i1)"~ 
in the LXX. On the other hand, Th's singular translation in 1:20 is 
significant because Th employs no less than four HL for the book to 
translate wisdom vocabulary that are not found in the OG of Daniel! 
Th's treatment of wisdom terminology as a whole reveals that he is 
working to his own agenda.43 Second, Schmitt asks why BarthtHemy 
does not even consider his more substantial arguments concerning the 
syntax of Th. In his thesis, Schmitt compared minute details of syntax 
(eg. the partitive gen., enclitic pers. pro., infin. cons., temporal dat.) 
and showed, on the one hand, there is a narrow connection of Th to 
40Barthelemy, "Notes," pp. 298-299. 
41 A• Schmi tt, "Die griechischen Daniel texte «<9» und 6) und das 
Theodotionproblem," BZ 36 (1992): 1-29. 
42Schmitt, "Danieltexte," pp. 7-9. 
43 See the more complete discussion In CH 4.III.1.iii. 
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the HA, while on the other, Th has constant departures from the HA 
Vorlage in favour of idiomatic Greek.44 Third, Schmitt argues that 
there are- minuses in Th against MT that are not found in the OG, as 
well as pluses in Th which have no equivalent in MT: these result from 
accommodation to Greek style. These phenomena are contrary to the 
general pattern of Theodotion in other books, for Theodotion usually 
follows MT very closely. He finds it surprising that Barthelemy does 
not attempt to account for these pluses and minuses, especially when 
the manuscripts from Qumran generally support the fact that the 
Vorlage of Th must have been very similar to MT.45 
The significance of Schmitt's reply to Barthelemy is that it 
offers some very telling criticisms of kaige research. First and 
foremost, there has developed a kind of kaige-fad where scholars have 
attempted to identify more and more characteristics of the recension; 
but the research has been far too one-sided in its approach. The 
characteristics that have been adduced for kaige are not shared 
consistently by all the so-called members of the recension, nor has 
there been any significant recognition of the differences between them. 
If one's methodology is exclusively guided by concerns to isolate 
evidence for the inclusion of a text within kaige, then significant 
differences, which may suggest that a text may not belong to the 
kaige group, are liable to be ignored.46 Second, shared lexical 
equivalencies are not the strongest foundation upon which to prove a 
relationship. Obviously, there is strength in numbers, but the 
numbers may not be that significant if the kaige-Theodotion reading 
actually reflects OG. This criticism certainly applies to Barthelemy's 
44 Ibid ., p. 12; see Stammt, pp. 62-100. 
45schmitt, pp. 19-25; "Danieltexte," p. 13. The number of 
omissions is evident throughout Th, but is particularly acute in chs. 
4-6. 
46A• Pietersma, "Septuagint Research: A Plea for a Return to Basic 
Issues", vr35 (1985): 304-305; Schmitt, "Danieltexte," p. 15. See 
the thorough evaluation of the Kaige characteristics and Theodotion 
Job by Gentry, pp. 406-410. Gentry concludes that "While R 
[Theodotion Job] is related somehow to the kaige group, the 
differences are by no means insignificant and should not be ignored in 
a blind attempt to connect R to a so-called Kaige Recension," p. 410. 
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review of Schmitt, but also to kaige research in general.47 As Schmitt 
emphasizes, syntactical evidence is particularly useful for establishing 
the degree to which two texts share a common basis. The analysis of 
TT in CH 5 and the kaige characteristics in CH 6 will enable us to 
evaluate Th's relationship to the kaige group more adequately. 
The same year that Schmitt's thesis became available P. Grelot 
had an article published in which he agrees with the view of 
Barthelemy that Th is part of the kaige recension.48 Grelot does add 
his own refinements to the basic view of Barthelemy by suggesting 
that a comparison of the two Greek versions indicates that the text of 
"Jonathan-Theodotion" is better described as a translation "entierement 
refaite." He cites the differences in vocabulary, but particularly the 
distinctive semitic Grundschrift in chapters 4-6 as evidence for this 
view, though he does not make clear how this is different from 
describing Th as a recension.49 In two later articles Grelot argued 
that the OG chs. 4 and 5 were translated from a Hebrew version which 
had been secondarily adapted from the Aramaic.50 
Grelot also argues that "Theodotion" wanted to provide a 
translation of the Scriptures which adhered closely to the Jews' 
"textus receptus" because of the growing controversy between the 
470f the seven specific vocabulary i terns that Barthelemy ("Notes," 
pp. 298-299) brings against Schmitt as evidence that Th maintains 
kaige-Theodotion vocabulary in the majority of readings, four are the 
main equivalent of the 00 throughout the LXX--(JUv£(n~, "UtP~, (JuvtH,£tu, 
6tl. See Schmitt, pp. 42, 40, 34, 90. See also Pietersma's ("Plea," 
pp. 305-306) comments regarding Bodine's work in Judges. Bodine 
attempted to delineate the recensional characteristics of the B text 
In Judges without first establishing the 00 text. 
48Gre lot, "vers ions," pp. 381-402. 
49 Ibid ., p. 395. More recently, P.M. Bogaert has offered the 
opinion that "1'lEuvre de «Theodotion» apparait tant6t comme une 
nouvelle traduction, tant6t comme une revision attentive de 1'lEuvre de 
son predecesseur." See P. M. Bogaert, "Relecture et refonte 
historicisantes du livre de Daniel attestees par la premiere version 
Grecque (Papyrus 967)," in Etudes sur Ie Judai"sme Hellenistique, edt 
R. Kuntzmann and J. Schlosser (Paris: Les Editions du CERF, 1984), p. 
202. Also, L. F. Hartman and A. A. Di LelIa, The Book of Daniel, AB, 
23 (Garden City: Doubleday, 1978), p. 82. 
SOp. Grelot, "La Septante de Daniel ivet son substrat semitique," 
RB 81 (1974): 1-23; "Le Chapitre v de Daniel dans la Septante," 
Semitica 24 (1974): 45-66. Argued earlier by Charles and Zimmerman. 
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Jewish and Christian communities over the interpretation of scripture. 
However, this view results in a predicament for which he can offer 
very little by way of solution. Since Grelot believes that Theodotion 
represents a translation toward the proto-MT, then this presupposes 
that there was a semitic text with the deutero-canonical additions 
current in 30-50. Why has no evidence for this semitic text been 
preserved? The available evidence from Qumran retains the transitions 
from Hebrew to Aramaic in 2:4 and Aramaic to Hebrew in 8: 1 and does 
not give a semitic text for the additions. On the other hand, Grelot 
does raise an important question. How do we explain the retention of 
the additions in Th if it was based on the proto-MT? Do the OG, Th, 
and MT represent three different stages in the literary development of 
the book? 
While not always addressing the question of separate editions of 
Daniel, the research in the OG and Th versions of Daniel in the past 
25 years has been focused on the Vorlage to chs. 4-6 and the deutero-
canonical additions. A consensus is building that the translator did 
indeed have a semitic Vorlage. W. Hamm, in his careful study and 
editing of papyrus 967, has given the opinion that ch. 4 of OG and the 
addition to ch. 3 is based on a semitic vorlage)l A similar stance is 
taken by Wills and Wenthe whose views we will examine later, but the 
claim for a semitic Vorlage for chs. 4-6 and the additions has not gone 
unchallenged. 
The point of departure for J.R Busto Saiz' investigation of the 
deutero-canonical additions was Schmitt's conclusion that the proto-
and deutero-canonical parts of the text of Theodotion are not by the 
same author.52 Busto Saiz has examined the relation between the text 
of Th to OG in the prose sections of ch. 3 (vss. 24-25, 46-51) and the 
first five verses of Bel and the Dragon and maintains that the 
differences in ch. 3 are due to the revisions of the OG by Th. He 
describes Th as a free revision of the Septuagintal text, which "avoids 
unnecessary repetitions and orders the text in a more harmonious 
SlHamm, III-IV, pp. 55-57, 281-289. Hamm states that the Vorlage 
for the additions to ch. 3 is Hebrew and offers the names of Bludau 
and Schmitt among others in support. While Blud., p. 159 clearly 
advocates a Hebrew Vorlage, Schmitt, p. 101 is not decisive. 
S2Busto Saiz, p. 42. 
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way. ,,53 As to whether the revisor of these verses is different from 
the revisor in the proto-MT section, Busto Saiz suggests that the lack 
of a Hebrew Vorlage for the deutero-canonical part explains why there 
seem to be different hands at work.54 
Doubts about a semitic Vorlage underlying the alternative text of 
chs. 4-6 in the OG have also been expressed. Instead, it has been 
argued, following the lead of Bludau, that the translator was 
paraphrasing or engaging in a type of midrashic exegesis.55 This 
approach is adopted by F.F. Bruce in several articles and his 
suggestions have been pursued in greater detail in a thesis by A. 
McCrystall.56 
McCrystall's research of the Old Greek translation of Daniel is 
the first extensive examination of the OG since that of A. Bludau in 
1897, and the first chapter offers an excellent summary of the history 
of the investigation of the Old Greek of Daniel.57 He contends that 
the Book of Daniel underwent extensive revision at the hands of OG 
and McCrystall seeks to expose this revision, particularly as it relates 
to dream terminology and to the translator's knowledge of history. 
S3 Ibid., p. 45, "evi tando repet iciones innecesarias y ordenando e I 
texto de manera mas arm6nica. II J. Schtipphaus has also argued in 
detail that the deutero-canonical additions in Th are a revision of 
the OG, but he does not address the question whether they are based on 
a semi tic Vorlage. See "Das Verhal tnis von LXX- und Theodot ion-Text 
in den apokryphen Zusatzen zum Danielbuch," ZAW 83 (1971): 49-72. 
Klaus Koch thoroughly investigates the issue of the semitic Vorlage 
for the additions in Deuterokanonische Zusatze zum ~nielbuch, AOAT, 
38, 2 vols. (Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1987). 
54Bus to Sa i z, p. 48; cf. Schmi t t 's response, "Danie I texte," pp. 
16-18. 
S5A. Szorenyi, "Das Buch Daniel, ein kanonisierter Pescher?" 
vrSupp 15 (1966): 278-294; T.R. Ashley, "A Philological, Literary, 
Theological Study of Some Problems in Daniel Chapters I-VI; with 
Special Reference to the Masoretic Text, the Septuagint and Medieval 
Rabbinic Exegesis of Selected passages," (Ph.D. diss., university of 
St. Andrews, 1975), pp. 213-288. 
56 See A. McCrystal I , "Studies in the Old Greek Translation of 
Daniel," D.Phil. diss., Oxford University, 1980. For F.F. Bruce, see 
"The Earliest Old Testament Interpretation," OTS 17 (1972): 37-52; 
"The Oldest Greek Version of Daniel," OTS 20 (1977): 22-40; "Prophet ic 
Interpretation in the Septuagint," BIoses 12 (1979): 17-26. 
57McCrystall, pp. 1-68. 
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The former is examined in his fourth chapter while the latter is the 
subject of chapters 5_6.58 We will examine his thesis in closer detail, 
because it is an extensive investigation of OG and his research 
purports to be based on an analysis of the TT in OG. 59 
The fundamental weakness in McCrystall's work is his analysis of 
TT. His whole thesis is grounded in one premise, which can be 
summarized by his quotation of James Barr's statement, "A free 
translator is bound to a much greater extent to show what he himself 
thinks to be the meaning of the text. ,,60 It is important to observe 
that it is misleading for McCrystall to quote Barr in this way, because 
Barr's study is chiefly concerned to propose a typology of literalism; 
and he does not discuss in detail the difference between free/dynamic 
translation and the type of theological Tendenz advocated by 
MCCrystall.61 For example, Barr also states, "There are enormous 
differences in the degree to which a translator interprets, ,,62 (italics 
mine). The ability to discern whether and to what extent there is 
theological Tendenz in OG (or any text) is dependent upon the ability 
of the scholar to distinguish between formal vs. dynamic equivalence 
on the one hand, and dynamic equivalence vs. theological Tendenz on 
the other.63 Unfortunately, McCrystall tends to equate a dynamic 
translation with Tendenz. 
The inadequacy of McCrystall's analysis of TT can be illustrated 
with several types of examples. First, there is the tendency to 
confuse the intentions of the translator and the meaning of the OG 
with MT. For example, in his third chapter McCrystall examines the 
terms of the OG in Daniel chapters one and three that refer to the 
educational system, the lists of officials, and groups of people. He 
58 Ibid ., pp. 150-184; 218-386. 
59Jeans. (pp. 116-123), has already offered some criticisms of 
McCrystal I , particularly with respect to his analysis of chI 11, but 
she does not deal with all of his major arguments or specifically with 
his understanding of TT. 
60Barr , "Typo logy," 292-293 quoted by McCrystal I , pp 79-80. 
61 I bid., pp . 284-294 . 
62Barr , "Typo logy," 290. 
63Jeans .• p. 60. makes a similar point. See also CH 4.Il.4. 
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concludes that the Greek terms used are Hellenistic even though OG 
"purports to describe Babylonian society. ,,64 We need only observe 
that the translator's use of terms from the Hellenistic world has 
absolutely no relevance to the question whether the book of Daniel 
portrays Babylonian society correctly. The translator is exactly that--
a translator! It was natural for him to select the Greek terms that he 
felt would best convey the meaning intended by the source text from 
which he worked. McCrystall's findings could be useful for locating 
the origin or date of the OG translation if it could be proved that 
certain Greek terms were restricted to a particular geographical area 
or chronological period, but whether Babylonian society is depicted 
accurately is a question for the Vorlage.65 
An example related to the above is found In McCrystall's 
discussion of differences of vocabulary in OG compared with words 
normally used in the Septuagint. He illustrates this point with seven 
terms in Daniel chapter nine and concludes that, since OG employed 
unusual renditions,66 the translator exhibits little desire to maintain 
the "spirit" of the Hebrew of the MT.67 The logic of this argument is 
difficult to follow. The decision of the translator to translate the 
vocabulary in the LXX with rare Septuagintal words or in unique ways 
has no relevance in determining whether the translator was faithful to 
the "spirit" of the Vorlage. McCrystall somehow equates the use of 
"normal" Septuagint renderings with fidelity to the Hebrew text. If 
the renderings translate the meaning of the text (or can be shown to 
be based on an error), then the translator has retained the "spirit" of 
the Vorlage to the best of his ability. 
In his discussion of TT, McCrystall's fifth point IS that free 
64MCCrystall, p. iv. 
65 In fact, McCrystall's (pp. 96-149) discussion of the vocabulary 
of OG demonstrates that at many points it betrays the social world of 
the Seleucid-ptolemic empire. 
66Examples he gives are 51>vaO'tll~ for iVl in 9:8 (only here); 
1tpocnaYJ1a for i::l' passim (rare in LXX, but it actually occurs 9x: 4 are 
in the Pentateuch while 3 are in Esther); 5£0'1totll~ for "l-ut 3x (only 4x 
elsew here). 
67 Ibid ., p. 79. 
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translations in Daniel reveal theological Tendenz.68 He attempts to 
prove this with five examples, which we will examine at various points 
throughout our thesis.69 Of the five specific examples McCrystall 
provides of supposed theological Tendenz only one or two can be 
considered dynamic translations, and both retain the basic meaning of 
MT. However, even five examples are not enough to characterize a 
whole translation. The only proper way to analyze TT is to do a 
detailed examination of large sections (or the whole) of the translation 
in order to determine how the translator generally treated the text. 70 
Then specific cases where the translation seems to deviate from the 
source can be investigated and an attempt made to determine how this 
difference originated. 
Finally, we will examine one example that constituted one of 
McCrystall's most important proofs of theological Tendenz in the OG of 
Daniel. In his fourth chapter McCrystall engages in an extensive 
argument that the OG translator's choice of (Spalla for £VU1tV10V in seven 
out of twenty-five instances reflects the fact that £VimV10V had the 
connotation of "illusion;" in these instances the translator is updating 
the terminology in order to make it more acceptable to both Jews and 
Gentiles.71 The argument is based on the fact that Philo, who has 
adopted the classification of dreams by Stoic philosophers, describes 
£VU1tV10V to be "what is illusory." However, the contrast between 
£VU1tvtov and CSpaJ.l.a is grounded in the classification of dreams in 
Artemedorus of Daldis (latter half of the second century C.E.!) who 
distinguished between ov£tPO~ and tvimVtov. McCrystall believes this 
distinction in dream terminology is also reflected in Josephus who only 
uses £V1)1tvtov when quoting others. It is found six times in Antiquities 
where Josephus recounts the book of Daniel, five times in Against 
Apion (i. 207, 211, 294, 298, 312), but nowhere in Jewish War. 
68 Ibid., pp. 79-88. 
69See the discussion of ICA.l1PoooO'ia (11:21), 32, 34 and cinoO'ta9ilO'ual 
( 11 : 4) inCH 4. I I . 2 , eiOCDA.OV (3: 12 ) in CH 3. I I . 2. i and 2: 5, 12 : 7, 10 ( 9 ) 
in CH S.III,VI. 
70Aejrnelaeus, "Connectors," p. 362; Jeans., p. 2, make the same 
point. 
71MCCrystall, pp. 152-184. 
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Before we consider some of the details there are two obvious 
objections that are fatal to McCrystall's argument. First, if the 
translator- really wanted to "update" the terminology, why did he use 
£V1ntvlOV at all? Second, the argument rests on the attempt to read 
back the much later dream classification of Artemedorus into OG. 
Furthermore, Artemedorus distinguished between £V1mVlOV and 6vtlPO~, 
and though 6pa~a was regarded as a type of the latter, the difference 
in terminology IS significant. We also note that the argument from 
Josephus rests on the five quotations (three different writers) in Ag. 
Ap., but McCrystall offers no evidence that the people quoted made any 
distinction between types of dreams and visions. For example, the 
most negative statement by Agatharchides (i. 211) suggests that the 
condemnat ion of tVUltVtOV has everything to do with incredulity that one 
should rely on such "hocus-pocus" (i.e. visions), but there is no 
concern for what term is employed. If his analysis has not already 
proved troublesome, we can consider McCrystall's presentation of the 
evidence concerning the use of the terms in the papyri, which are 
contemporary with the writing of OG. He finds that there is no 
evidence that £vil1tvtov and 6pa~a were dist inguished in the papyri and 
even admits that the evidence suggests that the two were used as 
synonyms! 72 
McCrystall's discussion of the dream terminology and how it is 
employed in the LXX is illuminating because it is directly related to 
our investigation of TT. He notes that £V1mV10V is used 10 times in 
chapters 2 and 4 (for D~n, Hebrew-C,'='n, 5x) of Daniel and elsewhere 
only in 1:17 and 8:2. It is found 61 other times in the LXX; and 
McCrystall divides these uses into three categories. The first are 
those in which there is no hostility shown towards tV1mV10V, and is 
represented most frequently in Gen. 37-42 (24x in the Joseph story), 
though there are 16 other instances scattered through seven other 
books. The second category concerns those instances where there is 
hostility shown towards £VUltV10V. This use is found 16 times in six 
books, most frequently in Jeremiah (6x). The third category exhibits a 
cautious scepticism towards £V1mV10V and is represented by the five 
72 I bid.. pp. 162 . 168 . 
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occurrences in Sirach.73 As for lSpUJ,La, it is found 25 times In the Old 
Greek of Daniel, and in seven74 of those cases (ch. 2-5 times; ch. 7: 1 
twice) it translates c'n. Elsewhere in the LXX 6pUJ,La is found 19 times 
and in none of these does it translate c'='n. Based on these stat ist ics 
and his analysis of the use of tvintV10V, McCrystall concludes that 
tV\J1tVla were the focus of prophetic attacks, particularly in Jeremiah, 
while the "authentic" nature of the lSpal1a is revealed in texts like Jer. 
39 (32):21; Gen. 15:1, 46:2; Num. 12:6; Is. 21:2.75 Therefore, the OG 
translator incorporated lSpal1a into the translation because of its 
positive connotations. Can this interpretation be sustained? 
Once again, McCrystall confuses the translation with the Vorlage, 
because in all but three of its uses where tV1ntV10V translates a Vorlage 
in the LXX the semitic term is c"n (c,n),16 while lSpal1a translates 
various terms. In other words, tVUltVlOV was employed as a stereotyped 
equivalent (SE) for C1'n; therefore, any so-called classification of the 
uses of tVU1tVlOV cannot be proved from the distribution of the term, 
because it was universally employed to render c"n (C'n). Whether or 
not the semitic writers/editors used C"1:1 in a pejorat ive way is a 
totally different question and best pursued elsewhere. We might also 
note that a,n/opal1a and [,rn]/iVU1tVlOV occur together in 2:28 (see also 
1:17 and 2:1) where there is no discernible difference in meaning 
(-FM, ',rn, 10,n), so the translator could easily have employed the 
Greek terms as alternative equivalents. 
It is quite clear that McCrystall has attempted to read a second 
century dream classification into the OG text of Daniel. However, there 
may be a possible explanation for the translation technique that 
resulted in the seven anomalous uses of lSpal1a in Daniel (2:7, 9, 26, 36, 
45; 7: 1 bis). The four cases in ch. 2 could be viewed merely as an 
attempt to vary the style due to the frequency of c,n (15 times). For 
example, c,n (C"n) occurs ten times in the first nine verses and two 
7 3 I bid., pp . 15 1 - 152 . 
HBoth tVU1tV10V and lSpal1a occur in 2: 1 to render n,o,n o'n. The 
difference may involve an alternative Vorlage, but just as easily could 
have originated from a touch of hyperbole from the translator. 
75MCCrystall, p. 164. 
76The exceptions are Gen. 41:1; Mic. 3:7; Is. 29:8? 
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substitutions of iSpapa for tVU1tVlOV occur in verses 7 and 9. 77 However, 
the rendering of 'Tn by 6papa in vs. 19 may provide the key to 
understanding why the translator used 6papa for tvUKVlov--because 'Tn= 
(ipapa is a favouri te rendering in Daniel. 78 The third time the 
translator replaced £vtmVlOV with iSpapa is in verse 26. The choice In 
verse 26 can be explained not only as a stylistic variation, but also by 
the fact that when the translator was confronted with rendering 
n'Tn', MD"n, there was no etymologically related verb for iSpapa to 
render n'Tn. Instead, he was able to preserve his preference for 6papa 
rendering 'Tn by substituting the noun for MO"n in place of £VtmVlov 
and still provide a good translation--to (ipapa 0 tibOV. Having 
established the two terms as alternative equivalents by the previous 
substitutions and their use as synonymous terms in verse 28, the 
translator had no hesitation in substituting iSpapa in verses 36 and 45 
(although n'Tn also occurs in the latter). There is further support for 
this suggestion from 967 where the text in 2:9 (the second case of 
substitution) contains the plus 0 tioov titv V1>1Cta. The whole phrase 
would be retroverted as M''''''(OD) n'Tn-', NCbn. It is probable that 
the OG had this in its Vorlage, and M''''''(~) n'Tn-', may have been 
omitted from MT through parablepsis. 79 
The text in Dan. 7:1-2a is notoriously difficult and there are 
some indications that this difficulty is due to an editorial splicing 
77See also N. Leiter, "Assimilation and Dissimilation Techniques 
in the LXX of the Book of Balaam," Textus 12 (1985): 79-95, who 
describes the process of using one word and then another to translate 
the same Hebrew term as dissimilation. 
78 In 6/9 occurrences OG translates 'Tn with iSpapa: 2:19, 28; 7:1, 
7, 13, 15. In 4:2(5), 6(9), 7(10)? OG=O. The places where the 
rendering does not occur are 4:10(13); 7:2, 20. In 7:20 ,rn is used 
with the meaning of "appearance" so OG employs a different term 
covering that semantic range. 4:10(13) and 7:2 are rendered 
differently because of a different concern of the translator. The 
Aramaic reads ' ,rn:l n"i1 i1rn (also 7:7, 13 where OG has t9£Glpouv tv 
Opclp.an) and in these two places OG employs ;J2tVO~ for ''1Tn. The use of 
the same phraseology in 4:10(13) and 7:2 is evidence against Albertz' 
thesis that 4-6 stem from a different translator (see p. 38, below). 
79See the discussion of this variant in the section on 2:1-10 in 
CH 5. 
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together of chs. 6 and 7. 80 The Greek witnesses exhibit difficulties 
as well, not all of which can be addressed here. However, at this 
point, we would suggest that the motivation for using ~pa twice In 
7: 1 may be explained similarly to 2:26. The first occurrence of 
"dream" is in the phrase ron ca,n. The translator did not have an 
etymologically related verb for ~apa which he preferred for ron, so he 
rendered the participle with tl5ev and c"n with Opapa. The remainder 
of the verse does not follow the Aramaic word order though the 
elements are represented. The texts run thus: 
The main difference is that 2tapa appears in place of ',rn, and OG seems 
to add 0 tl5ev. Some of the difference can be explained, however, if 
we grant that the translator read ',rn, with Me"n in order to produce 
'to (Spapa 0 ei5ev on the same basis as 2:9, 26 (45?) and earlier in 7: 1. 
What the translator actually read in the Vorlage and whether he read 
the plural noun as the participle can not be known. However, this 
proposal does explain both the lexical choice of the translator as well 
as some of the textual differences. 
Not every reader may find the above explanation conVInCIng. 
The discussion, however, was intended to demonstrate the complex 
factors that influenced the choices of the LXX translator and to 
indicate that the analysis of TT requires detailed examination of the 
texts. However, even though it is an overstatement to characterize the 
OG translator as engaging in wholesale theological manipulation of the 
text, it is also an overstatement for Jeansonne to claim that OG does 
. T d 81 not engage In any en enz. 
In response to the claims of Bruce and McCrystall, Jeansonne 
has already made an extensive analysis of the texts of OG 7-12 and 
demonstrated that the OG translator "attempted to translate accurately 
80 See J. E. Miller, "The Redaction of Daniel," JSOT52 (1991): 
115-24. However, there is no evidence to support his contention that 
there was a Hebrew version of ch. 2. 
81 Jeans., pp. 132-133. 
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the Vorlage available of the day. ,,82 Not only was the OG translator 
faithful to the Vorlage, Jeansonne believes the Vorlage was not 
equivalent to MT. A third conclusion is that Th is a systematic 
revision of the OG towards MT. Jeansonne's thesis is cited extensively 
in the secondary sources so there is little need to summarize her 
findings here.83 
Jeansonne's work not only provides necessary corrections to the 
inadequate methodology of previous investigations: it is supported by 
very careful text-critical analysis, and she bases her understanding of 
TT in her second chapter on a running text. In this way, she is able 
to achieve a realistic understanding of how the translator approached 
the task of translating. However, the fact that she has not examined 
the TT of the OG in detail leads her to unwarranted conclusions about 
what the Vorlage may have read. This is especially true in those 
instances having to do with differences in number, suffixes, and 
prepositions.84 She also frequently appeals to an alternative Vorlage 
as the explanation for various, though usually minor, variants. Some 
of these cases may indeed reflect an alternative Vorlage, but the 
conclusion has to be based on an examination of how these features 
are treated throughout Daniel; and even then a decision may not be 
possible.8S 
Jeansonne's conclusion that Th is a revision of the OG towards 
MT is also questionable because it rests on insufficient evidence. 
82Jeans., p. 132. 
830r see L. Greenspoon' s revi ew , "Sharon Pace Jeansonne, The 0 I d 
Greek Translation of Daniel 7-12," JBL 108 (1989): 700-702. 
84 See her analysis of 8:1-10, pp. 52-53 #34, 38, 43, as well as 
her discussion of 9:21 and 10:20 on p. 67 and 7:8 on p. 68. 
85 It is ironic that Jeansonne appeals so strenuously for an 
alternative Vorlage throughout her investigation, yet in her treatment 
of the extremely corrupt 9:24-27 (pp. 125-130) she attempts to 
reconstruct a text that is faithful to MT! On the other hand, the 
arguments that the LXX is either: 1. a tendentious reworking of the MT 
(Blud., pp. 104-130; Mccr~stall, pp. ~50-258)~ or,,2. witr:te~ses"to a 
very different Vorlage WhICh was earlIer (DavId, ComposItIon, pp. 
280-335) or later (Bogaert, "Relecture," pp. 212-216) than MT a~e.not 
convincing either. Given the temporal proximity between the wrItIng 
of the semitic original and the Greek translation and the events to. 
which they are directed, it is not surprising that someone engaged In 
historicizing of the text. 
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Jeansonne notes from her passage (8:1-10) that in 40% of the readings 
(69x) Th retains the OG, and in 18% (30x), it is dependent upon the 
OG.86 Without discussing the adequacy of her sample for statistical 
purposes we should note that the statistics themselves are misleading. 
In and of themselves agreements prove nothing (especially when 42% 
or 72 readings of Th are distinct), and she does not define exactly 
what she means by the readings of Th which are dependent on OG. 
Are these distinctive agreements which can not be explained by 
recourse to MT? S he examines six words in which Th uses standard 
equivalents where OG displays diversity, and then offers further cases 
"to exemplify the differences in translation of Daniel OG and 9'," but 
never provides evidence that she has systematically analyzed 
agreements and disagreements of Th and 00. 87 A more detailed study of 
the texts is required to attempt to confirm whether Th is in fact a 
recension of the OG.88 
Support for an alternative Vorlage of chs. 4-6 has also come 
from other recent studies. R. Albertz and L. Wills carried out 
independent form-, source-, and redaction-critical investigations of 
chapters 4-6 in the MT and OG and concluded that the OG reflects an 
older Aramaic vorlage.89 Wills' examination of the OG of these chapters 
is part of his larger attempt to define the "wisdom court legend" 
genre. He has convincingly argued that chs. 4-6 of OG originally 
circulated independently and were redacted at a later point into the 
larger framework of the court legends in Daniel. Therefore, Wills 
agrees with Jahn, Charles, Grelot and Jeansonne that the Vorlage of OG 
of these chapters is earlier and "may be a better witness than the 
86 bOd 57 II., p. • 
871b °d 58 69 1 ., pp. - · 
88 In CH 5 we will re-examine 8:1-10 with a view to determining the 
relationship between OG and Th. 
89Albertz, pp. 175-177. We will consider Albertz' work in more 
detail below. Wills does not give the date when his dissertation was 
completed, but evidently he did not haveoaccess to Alb~rtz's work 
which was published in 1988. See L.M. WIlls, The Jew In the Court of 
the Foreign King, (Philadelphia: Fortress, 1990), pp. 88-~S2. Haag 
also did a source-critical analysis of chs. ~-6, but he dI~ not 
consider OG. See E. Haag, Die Errettung DanIels aus der LOwengrube, 
SBS 10 (Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1983). 
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MT" to the original version. ~ 
The same judgment concerning the priority (hence "superiority") 
of the OG text is made in two other recent theses by D. Wenthe and 
P.S. David. Went he argues that OG demonstrates a "flexible, but 
faithful fidelity" to its Vorlage in chs. 1-3; therefore, it is reasonable 
to conclude the same care is shown in chs. 4-6. 91 Unfortunately, 
there are serious shortcomings with the thesis that detract from the 
positive contributions. For example, Wenthe basically accepts Ziegler's 
text as representing OG in chapters 1-6 and only rarely refers to the 
reading of 967.92 Furthermore, with respect to TT, Went he states it is 
essential to have a "precise and nuanced description" in order to 
evaluate properly the source and parent text. We agree, but his 
description amounts to no more than an evaluation of translation 
equivalents for a limited number of words. 93 While a discussion of 
translation equivalents is useful, Went he rarely indicates how the OG 
could be retroverted into Aramaic. 
90Wi 11 s, pp. 87, 144. 
91D.O• Wenthe, "The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 1-6," (Ph.D. 
diss, University of Notre Dame, 1991). 
92For example, Wenthe (pp. 55, 260-261) accepts as OG the texts of 
1:20-21 as they are found in Ziegler and believes the pluses stem from 
an alternative Vorlage; but the text of 967 is very different. Wenthe 
also makes numerous references to Th's revision towards MT (pp. 54, 
57, 61 passim), but does not evidence any careful analysis of the 
question. 
93See Wenthe, pp. 251-256. Unfortunately, even Wenthe's analysis 
of vocabulary is of limited value. He gives the frequency of 20 HA 
lexemes and their translation equivalents, but rarely provides any 
specific references for where they occur. In some instances he does 
note where the OG leaves a word untranslated, but in other cases he 
omits the information. For example, in the cases of iD' 23x (15 
untranslated in (0), 1'~ 22x (2), 1'~~ 17x (3), 1m 9x (2), 1;' 5x 
(2), WM' 13x (2) he does not even indicate where the 00 leaves the 
text untranslated! In other cases his numbers do not even add up 
correctly. For example, he states that ~M 9x is usually translated by 
xatqp 12x. He also indicates that OG has 2 additional occurrences of 
natqp in ch. 3, but leaves ~M untranslated in 5:13, 18. Anyway you 
look at these numbers they do not add up, but Wenthe does not explain 
why. Using Ziegler's text, he suggests incorrectly that the 00 uses 
9t~ (57x) for C'~'M, ~M (73x) and leaves it untranslated 23x. 
57+23=80. 
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P.S. David's thesis is basically a restatement of the views of 
Holscher, Sellin, and Ginsberg; though there are a few other points of 
interest.94 For example, he includes a separate investigation of the OG 
of 9:24-27 in which he argues that the doublets reveal that there were 
two forms of the same text and that these were combined in the 
transmission of the OG. In its reconstructed form the OG of 9:24-27 
supposedly envisaged a restored temple along with the vindication of 
the legitimate Zadokite priesthood.95 We do not have the space to 
treat his arguments in detail, but one of the crucial points is his 
interpretation of tXKOGtU8itO'ttUl in 9:26 as a reference to the removal of 
Jason. David supports his interpretation of (u:OG'ta8itO'ttal with the 
suggestion that the reading of xpiO'Jla in 00 should be emended to 
XPIO''tO~, because it is the usual equivalent for n'~. Here David is 
arguing for the priority of the 00 against MT, but wants to establish 
this earlier reading based on MT rather than the text of the OG! 
Clearly there are no means of falsifying such a thesis. 96 David also 
suggests that papyrus 967 preserves the original ordering of the OG 
text, but does not offer an adequate account for this displacement in 
his reconstruction of the literary growth of the book. 97 On the other 
94G• Holscher, "Die Entstehung des Buches Daniel," TSK 92 (1919): 
113-38; E. Sellin, Introduction to the Old Testament, (London: Hodder 
and Stoughton, 1923); H. L. Ginsberg, Studies in ~niel, (New York: 
Jewish Theological Seminary of America, 1948). See also the recent 
article by A. S. van der Woude, "Erwagungen zur Doppelsprachigkeit 
des Buches Daniel," in Scripta Signa Vocis, edt H. L. J. Vanstiphout 
et all (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), pp. 305-16. 
95See David, pp. 283-356. 
96However, we also give good reason to question his interpretation 
of anoO'ta8itO'ttul on p. 134. 
97See his diachronic reading of Daniel, pp. 207-267. There are 
other disturbing and/or unsupported statements in his thesis. For 
example, on p. 103, he states, "The fact nevertheless remains that the 
denial of the unity of Dn 7 continues to be a majority opinion of 
critical scholars." Considering the fact that he can only cite four 
authors since 1970 who have ventured this opinion (Coppens, Weimar, 
Kvanvig, van der Woude), yet can also cite Collins, Raabe, Zevit, 
Ferch, and casey as not holding this view makes his statement absurd. 
We could also add P. Porter (1983), S. Niditch (1980), and J. 
Goldingay (1989) as recent proponents of the unity of chI 7. Another 
example is p. 284, where David offers definitions of diplomatic and 
eclectic texts, but mistakes the meaning of the terms. He cites 
Ziegler as an example of a diplomatic text! 
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hand, David has advanced valuable insights on the development of the 
book of Daniel and does isolate possible doublets in 9:24-27 and 8:11-
14. 98 
One of the major weaknesses in the works of Went he , Wills and 
David is the sweeping assumption that a different or older Vorlage of 
the 00 is therefore "superior" to Mr. There are at least three very 
distinct issues at stake in the evaluation of the text of the 00 as it 
compares with Mr. The first issue is to settle the question whether 
chs. 4-6 of the 00 are a faithful translation of a semitic Vorlage 
alternative to Mr. Although there should always remain a residue of 
doubt concerning this question, the cumulative work of Jabn, Charles, 
Grelot, Albertz, Wills and Wenthe makes it highly probable that such a 
text did in fact exist. Once we accept that there was an alternative 
text for chs. 4-6 we have to decide, secondly, about the possibility 
of a double literary tradition for Daniel such as that found in 
Jeremiah. In such cases it IS nonsense to speak of a "superior" text, 
because we are dealing with two quite separate and distinct literary 
texts. 99 Third, it is all the more remarkable that Wills can refer to 
the text of the 00 as superior to MT when he argues that the 00 is a 
better witness to the tales as they were when they circulated indepen-
dent ly. 100 If the 00 somehow preserves the tales of 4-6 in a form in 
which they existed prior to their redaction into a larger framework 
(or as a later expansion), then we cannot speak of two literary 
traditions of the semitic text of Daniel. It would have to be 
reasonably demonstrated that chs. 4-6 of the 00 exhibit the same TT as 
the remainder of the book and that they faithfully reproduce a semitic 
Vorlage in order to justify the conclusion that Daniel does represent 
a double literary tradition. 
98David, pp. 289-335, 370-380. For our part, we believe it to be 
impossible to reconstruct the 00 reading of 9:24-27 because of the 
corrupt state of the texts; therefore, any theory based on a rereading 
of the Greek or Hebrew text is pure fiction. 
99See Tov, Hebrew Bible, pp. 347-349. The debate then becomes 
which edition do we attempt to reconstruct as the more original text. 
Tovargues that it should be that text which was received and 
preserved in the Hebrew canon. See E. Tov, "The Original Shape of the 
Biblical Text," vrSupp 43 (1991): 345-59. 
IOOWills, pp. 87-88. 
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It is with respect to the Vorlage of OG 4-6 and the consequences 
for the transmission history and textual criticism of the Hebrew 
version of Daniel that Albertz' work has significant implications. 
Albertz argues that chs. 4-6 exhibit a different TT from the remainder 
of the book and that the OG of chs. 4-6 reflects an early form of the 
tales before they were redacted into the larger framework of chs. 
(1)2-7 and, ultimately, 1-12. This conclusion is based on a 
comparison of the Greek vocabulary employed between chs. 4-6 and the 
remainder of the book. 101 In his view, the early form of the tales 
was employed for chs. 4_6102 when the completed Aramaic book of 
Daniel was translated into Greek for two reasons: 1. The older verSlon 
was probably more popular; 2. the older version served the theological 
interests of the translator because it emphasized monotheism (eg. 
4:34c) and the theme of conversion. l03 Obviously, it is difficult to 
falsify either of these claims. However, the significance of 
Albertz's work lies in the argument that chs. 4-6 of OG derive from a 
different translator. l04 
I I I. Summary 
OUr brief foray into Danielic literature reveals a mixture of 
consensus in some issues and diversity in others. The biggest 
consensus, which was shared by most scholars who ventured a opinion, 
apart from slight vacillation on the part of Grelot and Bogaert, is 
101Albertz, pp. 159-163. This is the same conclusion which Blud., 
p. 218 had reached. There is also a fundamental weakness in Albertz' 
argument. He has not sufficiently considered the question whether 
these variations in vocabulary reflect the use of different 
translation equivalents for the target text (see CH 4.11.5). Ulrich 
is clearly of the opinion that chs. 4-6 do exhibit the same TT as the 
rest of the book, but he has not offered any evidence to support this 
view. E. Ulrich, "The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and 
Latter Stages in the Composition of the Bible," in Shararei Talman, 
ed. M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields (Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
1992), p. 285. 
102 It should also be noted that Albertz (p. 178) is undecided 
about whether chs. 4-6 are actually a translation from a semitic 
Vorlage. 
103Albertz, p. 164. 
I04Cf. Tov, Hebrew Bible, pp. 17(', 178, 317(fn. 3) who gIves the 
opinion that Th is midrashic and later than Mr. 
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that Th is a revision of the OG. On the other hand, no one has 
actually studied the relationship between the two in any detail. The 
OG has received the greater attention of the two texts, but there are 
several contentious issues. First, there is the question of TT. The 
early analysis by Bludau was affected by two different factors: 1. 
Bludau did not have the benefit of the best textual witness to the OG, 
papyrus 967; 2. Bludau assumed that the Vorlage of the OG was MT. 
McCrystal1 has recently attempted a new examination of the TT, but we 
have demonstrated that there are serious deficiencies in his 
methodology. Jeansonne has also shown that McCrystall's arguments for 
theological Tendenz in the OG are, for the most part, without 
foundation. Wenthe has attempted to utilize insights from TT in his 
study as well, but he does not operate with any clearly defined 
methodology. Both Wenthe and McCrystal I exemplify that the main 
difficulty with investigations of TT is that there has been no clearly 
defined methodology for the analysis of the TT in a book of the LXX. 
Second, this lack of methodology for TT has had consequences in the 
evaluation of the OG as a witness to the MT. Where Montgomery, 
Bludau, and McCrystal1 find Ten den z , Jahn, Charles, Jeansonne, and 
Wenthe discover a superior text. In the third place, there is the 
specific question of the Vorlage of chs. 4-6 and whether a retroverted 
text of the OG can be considered superior to MT. Finally, most of 
these recent investigations of the OG of Daniel have not been carried 
out with a clearly defined text of the OG! The major exceptions to 
this are Albertz, who does reconstruct the text of chs. 4-6; and 
Jeansonne, who almost always considers the readings of 967. 105 
However, the eclectic nature of Jeansonne's analysis makes it very 
difficult to acquire a perspective of the difference that 967 makes to 
the evaluation of the OG text. 
105That is. except in her examination of 7:13 (pp. 96-98) where 
she refers to the edition of Ziegler, but does not discuss the fact 
that 967 stands very close to 88-Syh. It cannot be that she does not 
know the text of 967. Rather, it would seem that she avoided it 
because it did not support Ziegler's reconstruction and her argument! 
As K. cathcart has recently noted, there are other examples of 
scholars publishing on the text of OG, apparently without knowledge 
that 967 was available to consult. See K. cathcart, "Daniel, 
especially the Additions. and Chester Beatty-Cologne Papyrus 967," IRA 
15 (1992): 37-41. 
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The following chapters will attempt to introduce some necessary 
corrections to the deficiencies that have been noted. The primary 
concern is to establish a methodology for the analysis of TT in the 
LXX and apply it to the OG and Th texts of Daniel. This will involve 
four steps. First of all, a critical text of OG which provides the 
basis for the analysis of TT has to be established. It is folly to 
analyze TT and to use the OG for text-critical judgments about MT 
without first establishing the OG text. Second, it is necessary to 
offer a critical examination of the current methodology of TT which 
focuses on the features of literalism. Third, a methodology for TT 
based on linguistic principles will be proposed. In the fourth stage, 
the proposed methodology for TT will be applied to the OG and Th texts 
of Daniel. The prImary concern In this analysis will be the text of 
the OG, but the relationship of Th to OG will be considered in order 
to determine whether Th is a recension of OG. Matters of textual 
differences between the Greek texts and MT will also be addressed as 
they appear. 
Unfortunately, the limits of space imposed by the critical 
reconstruction of the OG in CH 2 and the establishing of a methodology 
for the analysis of TT in CHs 3 and 4 will not allow the opportunity 
to investigate the TT of the OG as completely as one otherwise might 
like. For this reason, the analysis of TT of the OG in chs. 4-6 will 
remain on the periphery and our treatment of chapters 1-3 and 7-12 
will be selective. However, by providing detailed examination of 
selected texts we will have a good foundation to draw conclusions 
concerning the TT as a whole and to refine the work on the texts of 
Daniel done previously. It would require a textual commentary on the 
OG and Th of Daniel in order to apply the methodology completely. 
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Excursus 
Translation Technique and Textual Criticism 
A good place to begin the discussion of TT and textual criticism 
is with a quote by E. Tov, which will put some perspective on our 
remarks concerning the intention of the translators (see CH 
3.II.2.i.). 
In other words, if the translator took care to render most 
elements of the Hebrew faithfully, it is not likely that 
he would have added or omitted other elements ... 
Reversely, if a translation unit may be considered free, 
the translator shopld be held responsible for extensive 
pluses or minuses. 
In my opinion, only the first half of that statement is correct. The 
second half assumes that only those translators who reproduced their 
source text primarily with formal equivalents were concerned to 
translate the text faithfully. The above quotation of Tov clearly 
contradicts a principle of textual criticism that he himself has 
stated elsewhere: 
... all Hebrew and retroverted variants are compared 
with MT, and in the case of reconstructed evidence one 
must forget for a moment that one is dealing with variants 
which are "merely" retroverted from non-Hebrew sources. 
In principle, the evaluation of hebrew and retroverted 
variants Is identical, as long as the retroversion is 
reliable. 
Generally speaking, MT readings are preferred, "but this 
statistical information should not influence decisions in individual 
instances, because the exceptions to this situation are not 
predictable.,,3 It is difficult to refrain from bias towards MT and 
IE. Tov, "The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of 
the LXX in the Past and Present," VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press. 1988), p. 352. 
2rou, p. 278 and repeated in his new volume, Hebrew Bible, p. 
298. 
3Tov • Hebrew Bible. p. 299. 
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demonstrate reasonable balance in the practice of textual criticism. 
However, if LXX pluses can be retroverted reliably, regardless of how 
formal or dynamic the translation is, then there is no reason a prlorl 
to characterize them as expansions by the translator. Obviously, we 
have to treat each book individually--there is a world of difference 
between OG in Daniel and the OG of Proverbs4--but only a thorough 
study of the individual book and the specific passages can hope to 
distinguish between dynamic equivalence, which is an expansion by the 
translator or a later scribe, and an original reading. 5 
Textual criticism involves two steps: first, the collection of 
variants and, second, the evaluation of the variants. However, the 
evaluation of the LXX as a source of variant readings for the proto-MT 
is complicated for three reasons. First, the LXX is a translation and 
one must attempt to reconstruct the hypothetical Vorlage of the Greek 
text by retroversion before one can assess the value of the OG as a 
witness. However, as Goshen-Gottstein warns, "there IS no 
retroversion without a residue of doubt, and what seems self-evident 
to one scholar may look like a house of cards to his fellow.,,6 In the 
second place, the process of retroversion is itself complicated in 
many instances because the original OG text must first be established 
before attempting to retrovert the semitic text from which it was 
translated. In essence, one must collect and evaluate the variant 
readings from the witnesses to the OG text of a book before one can 
evaluate the retroverted reading of the OG as a witness to the 
original semitic text. 7 There are then two stages of textual 
4But see some interesting corrections to the view that LXX 
Proverbs reflects the Hellenistic background of the translator by R.L. 
Giese, "Qualifying Wealth in the Septuagint of Proverbs," JBL 111 
(1992): 409-425. 
5Aejmelaeus makes the same point in "What can We Know About the 
Hebrew Vorlage of the Septuagint?" ZAW99 (1981): 68-71; "Connectors," 
p. 378. See also M.H. Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory and Practice of 
Textual Cri t icism, " Textus 3 (1963): 130-158. 
6M. Goshen-Got tstein. "Theory," p. 132. 
7TOUby E. Tov is by far the best introduction to this process. 
The GOttingen editions are indispensable for this task and it can only 
be hoped that the work on the remaining books will be accomplished as 
soon as possible. 
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criticism in the use of an ancient version like the LXX for the 
textual criticism of the MT, and the exhaustive analysis of the TT in 
a given uriit/book is essential for its text-critical use at both of 
these levels. 
The importance of TT at the second level is generally 
recognized. For example, A. Pietersma writes that a thorough analysis 
of the TT: 
.•• might be called the quest for the Archimedean point, 
because only from this vantage point can the text-critic 
sit in judgment over the fidelity with which the 
manuscripts have preserved the original tert, and hence 
determine the quality of individual texts. 
However, even if we were to possess the autograph of the OG text of 
the Book of Daniel it would be comparatively useless for text-critical 
purposes without the requisite knowledge of the TT employed in the 
book. The study of TT provides the means to understand how the 
translator rendered the parent text; therefore, it helps In 
determining whether a particular substitution, omission, or addition 
in the translation reflects a variant text or is an exegetical 
rendering based on the theological concerns of the translator. 
Acquaintance with the TT is, therefore, valuable for the 
reconstruction of the OG and understanding the history of the 
transmission of the OG text. 9 For example, M'~ " ~ occurs four 
times in ch. 2:28, 29(2), 45. Th renders it in each instance with 
a( 'ti) Stt ytVm9al. OG uses a Sti ytv£G9al in 2:28 and 'ta £Gop.tva in 2:45, 
while the textual witnesses have variant readings for the two 
occurrences of the phrase in 2:29. The first occurrence in 2:29 IS 
omitted in 88 due to homoioteleuton, and so Ziegler reconstructs nav'tQ 
a btl ytV£G9al from Syh; whereas 967 reads 6Ga btl ytv£G9al. In the 
second, Ziegler again reads a 5£1 ytv£G9al while 967 has a J1£~~tl 
yivtG9al. Given the reading in 2:45 and the greater probability that 
the OG readings in 2:29 are represented by 967 which offers a variety 
of translation equivalents for the Aramaic M'~ " ~, the readings of 
88-Syh would be due to later scribal harmonization to the first 
8Pietersma, "Plea," p. 299. 
9The importance of understanding the TT in a particular book has 
been emphasized in J.W. Wevers' work on the GOttingen Pentateuch. See 
p. 116, above. 
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reading In 2:28 or, more likely, Th influence. IO When evaluating a 
variant reading on the basis of TT the critic must be sensitive to the 
text and to his/her own prejudices, however, because the temptation 
would be to allow the understanding of TT to dictate text-critical 
decisions (or the reverse). There is nothing to be gained from 
constructing a circular argument. 
Once the OG text is established and the textual critic 
encounters a passage which, when retroverted, witnesses to a variant 
reading against MT, it has to be evaluated. There are three basic 
options: 1) Does the OG reflect a different Vorlage or a misunder-
standing of the vorlage?lI 2) Is the reading merely a dynamic 
rendering or does it In some way reflect the TT of the translator? 3) 
Is there evidence of theological Tendenz on the part of the transla-
tor, which motivated the rendering? Only with a balanced assessment 
of the TT of the whole book/unit in question can the text-critic begin 
to evaluate each possible variant and whether it originates from a 
differing Vorlage. As Talshir states, "The scholar finds himself in a 
vicious circle of evaluating the character of the translator's source 
on the one hand, and his translation technique on the other. ,,12 
There is an important caveat to be added to our cursory 
introduction to the process of evaluating texts~ which is the third 
difficulty of using the LXX for textual criticism. The Vorlage from 
IOSee also 8:19; cf. the remarks of F.F. Bruce ("Oldest," p. 24) 
who states that the use of a 5£i y£vea9a\ (presupposing Ziegler's text) 
is an implicit "emphasis on apocalyptic necessity." Even if the text 
did read as Bruce supposes, it would not justify his interpretation 
because the OG employs a variety of equivalents for the same Aramaic. 
It is Th who employs a 5£i y£vea9a\ consistent ly. In fact, given the 
Th influence on the 2 uses in 2:29--which would remain unknown without 
967--it is possible that the reading of a 5£i y£vea9a\ in vs. 28 also 
stems from Th. 
IIObviously, if a reading in the OG can be explained by the fact 
that the translator possibly misread (metathesis, ~rablepsis) or 
misunderstood the Vorlage in any way, then the OG does not witness to 
a variant at all. 
12 Z . Ta Ish i r, "L i ngu is tic Deve I opmen t and t he Eva I ua t ion 0 f 
Translation Technique in the Septuagint," Scripta 31 (1986): 301; J. 
H. Sailhamer, "The Translational Technique of the Greek Septuagint for 
the Hebrew Verbs and Participles in Psalms 3-41," (Ph.D. Dissertation, 
University of california, 1981), pp. 6-7. 
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which an OG translation was made was not always the same as the 
majority text which eventually emerged as MT.13 In fact, the 
discoveries from Qumran prove that in some cases they were very 
different. I4 There are several theories to account for these 
discrepancies, but it is impossible to evaluate the merits of these 
theories here. IS However, it is also impossible to avoid the issue of 
the Vorlage for OG because of chapters 4-6. 
The presence of an alternative Vorlage In the OG of chs. 4-6 is 
assumed for the analysis of TT in CH 5. 16 However, it need not follow 
from the existence of an alternative Vorlage in chapters 4-6 that the 
Vorlage in chs. 1-3, and 7-12 also differed significantly from Mr. 
Not only is this premise logical, but there are two additional factors 
to consider. First, and this anticipates the conclusions of CH 5, the 
analysis of TT in OG supports Albertz' conclusion that chs. 4-6 
USee TCU or Hebrew Bible by Tov, or any of several art icles for 
brief introductions to some of the problems of using the LXX for 
textual criticism: Tov, "The Nature of the Hebrew Text Underlying the 
Septuagint. A Survey of the Problems," Jsar 7 (1978): 53-68; "The 
Original Shape of the Biblical Text," VTSupp 43 (1991): 345-59; J. W. 
Wevers, "The Use of the Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint," 
in La Septuaginta en 1a Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de 1a 
IOSCS) , ed. N. F. Marcos (Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985), 15-
24; N. Fernandez Marcos, "The Use of the Septuagint in the Criticism 
of the Hebrew Bible," Sef 47 (1987): 60-72. For an introduction to 
specific textual problems using the DSS and LXX see, J. H. Tigay, ed., 
Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism, (Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1985). 
I4See for example, E. Ulrich, The Qumran Text of Samuel and 
Josephus, HSM, 19 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1978); J. G. Janzen, Studies 
in the Text of Jeremiah, HSM, 6 (cambridge: Harvard University, 1973). 
S. Soderlund has attempted to overthrow Janzen's results in his work, 
The Greek Text of Jeremiah, JSar, 47 (Sheffield: JSOT, 1985), 193-248; 
but see Janzen's review, "A Critique of Sven Soderlund's The Greek 
Text of Jeremiah," BIOSCS 22 (1989): 16-47. 
lS see F. M. Cross and S. Talmon, eds. Qumran and the History of 
the Biblical Text, (cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975). For a 
good discussion and evaluation of the issues, see E. Tov, "A Modern 
Textual OUtlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls," HUCA 53 (1983): 11-27; 
Hebrew Bible, pp. 155-197. See also the recent discussion between Tov 
and Cross, as well as the articles by E. Ulrich and B. Chiesa in J. T. 
Barrera and L. V. Montaner, eds., The Madrid Qumran Congress, 2 vols. 
(Leiden: Brill, 1992). 
I6 See the discussion on p. 37. 
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originate from a different translator. Second, in the maIn, the OG 
text itself and the extant manuscripts from Qumran are very close to 
MI'.17 As Collins states in the latest commentary on Daniel, "On the 
whole, the Qumran discoveries provide powerful evidence of the 
ant iqui ty of the textual tradi t ion of the MT." 18 For this reason, 
although the view that the OG translator was engaging in a type of 
wholesale theological reinterpretation of the text envisaged by 
McCrystal1 ought to be rejected, we cannot automatically assume that 
every difference between OG and MT necessarily points to an 
alternative Vorlage. The latter error is committed by Wenthe. It IS 
true that the Dead Sea Scrolls have confirmed many retroverted 
readings and the existence of alternative literary editions. However, 
each variant has to be evaluated individually. We have to consider 
the corrupt condition of the OG text and then attempt to discern the 
TT as best as we are able in order to use this understanding for 
textual criticism of MT. Therefore, the working hypothesis adopted 
for this thesis is that the Vorlage of OG was very close to MT except 
in chs. 4-6 and the end of ch. 3 where OG has differences due to the 
long addition in the text. 
Given the working hypothesis we will approach the variant 
readings in OG and Th Daniel with the required understanding of the TT 
employed and by the judicious application of two general rules of 
thumb. First, if the translation can be explained from a text 
corresponding to MT, it has no significance for textual criticism, 
i. e. there is a "bui I t-in prejudice towards the MT. ,,19 The first rule 
is balanced by the second, which is that any deviations in the 
translation, particularly pluses and minuses, may reflect an 
alternative Vorlage; because any scholar who: 
... wishes to attribute deliberate changes, harmoniz-
ations, completion of details and new accents to the 
translator is under the obligation to prove his thesis 
17See also Ulrich, "canonical Process," pp. 284-285. See the 
preliminary edition of the Qumran fragments of Daniel from cave four 
by Ulrich, "Part 1;" "Part 2." 
18 J . J. Collins, Daniel, (Minneapolis: Fortress, 1993), p. 3. 
19Wevers. "Apologia." p. 29; Aejmelaeus, "Hebrew Vorlage," pp. 66. 
46 
with weighty arguments and also to show why the 
divergences cannot have originated wi th the Vorlage. 20 
20 I bid.. p . 71. 
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Chapter 2 
jil Critical 'Evaluation of Papyrus 967 
The fIrst and most basic step of the investigation of IT in the book of Daniel is 
to establish the 00 text in order to ensure accuracy in the analysis of IT and for the 
use of the OG in textual-criticism of MT. For this reason, the present chapter offers a 
collation and critical evaluation of all the variant readings from 967 in the editions of 
Oeissen, Hamm, and Roca-Puig against the critical text of Ziegler.l However, it must 
be acknowledged that this critical text is only a preliminary one for two reasons. First, 
it only evaluates the variants from the editions of 967 to which Ziegler did not have 
access when he published his text in 1954. It is possible that the evaluation of some 
variants could change in the remainder of Ziegler's text in the light of 967's witness 
elsewhere.2 Second, it is possible that different decisions might have been made for 
some readings if more time had been devoted to the analysis. A more sustained 
investigation could not be justified when O. Munnich has undertaken the task of 
preparing a complete revision of Ziegler's text. Therefore, it is highly improbable that 
the reconstructed text presented here will be the same as Munnich's, but, hopefully, his 
work will agree quite closely with it. So, although a detailed presentation of967's text 
is somewhat premature, a thorough presentation of the evidence still offers the best 
leverage from which to evaluate the evidence. 
The evaluation of 967 will be divided into two main sections. The fIrst section 
will treat orthographical and other minor variants and will classify them according to 
type. The majority of these variants are insignificant as regards the content of the 00 
and the evaluation of TT. The second section will treat the more substantial types of 
variants--minuses, pluses, substitutions, transpositions--and will proceed verse by verse. 
lThe reader is directed to the editions of Ziegler, Hamm, and Oeissen for more 
detailed discussion of the contents of the papyrus and some of its more salient features. 
The production of this collation was aided through the use of the variant files of Daniel 
from the CATSS project (co-directed by Robert A. Kraft and Emanuel Tov) and I am 
most grateful for the assistance of Dr. Kraft and Jay Treat of CCA T at the University of 
Pennsylvania. An electronic version of this collation has been made available for 
inclusion in the CATSS database. 
2In fact, there will be occasions during the analysis of IT in CH 5 that corrections 
are suggested for other readings in Zieg. 
The second section, then, will provide an additional critical apparatus of major variants 
to be used in conjunction with Ziegler's text. 
The division of variants into the categories "minor" as opposed to "major" is, 
admittedly, rather arbitrary. All the orthographical variants are included in the fIrst 
section as well as those variants restricted to differences in number and case for nouns, 
and person, number, tense, mood, and voice for verbs. Therefore, a variant between a 
fInite vb. and a participle is not in the fIrst section if it also impinges on syntax (eg. 
1 :2). All additions, omissions, or substitutions of articles that can be handled without 
reference to their governing noun or preposition are listed in the fIrst section as well. 
Any other additions, omissions, substitutions or transpositions are listed in the verse-
by-verse analysis in the second section. This grouping of variants according to type 
serves to remove the "clutter" from the main apparatus and a general acquaintance with 
the characteristics of the manuscript can be extremely valuable for the assessment of 
more important variants.3 A reason for almost every decision will be provided in the 
second section. In the case of some recurrent variants it is assumed that the evaluation 
of the reading is obvious to the reader. In the fIrst section it is often possible to 
evaluate the variants as a group. Where an adequate judgement regarding the 
originality of a reading has been given elsewhere, that discussion is usually cited. An 
asterisk in the left margin indicates that the reading is deemed to be original. 
The point of reference for the readings of 967 is always Ziegler's text; therefore, 
it is assumed throughout this chapter that the reader has a copy of Ziegler's edition in 
hand. The remainder of this thesis will presuppose the critically reconstructed text of 
the 00. 
Prior to the evaluation of its readings there is a brief introduction to the papyrus. 
The chapter will conclude with a statistical summary. 
1. Introduction to Papyrus 967 
The best evidence that 967 is the closest witness we have to the 00 text of 
Daniel is that 967 almost never has the asterisked additions of 88-Syh, and in many 
additional cases 967 still has a shorter text.4 Other signifIcant indicators of 967's 
30f course, many of the variants that remain in the "major" section are relatively 
insignificant, but a line had to be drawn somewhere. 
4See O. Munnich, "Origene, editeur de la Septante de 'Danie~" in Stzufien zur 
Septuaginta -1(p6ert :Hanfiart zu 'Eiiren, %.571, 20, ed. D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and 1. Wevers 
(Oottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), pp. 187-218. In almost all of these cases 
Ziegler has correctly reconstructed the original text. Actually, the papyrus has 
confmned that 88-Syh managed to preserve the OG quite faithfully, but there remain 
significant differences. 
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importance as a witness to the OG are some of the lexical variants and occasions where 
967 offers the more likely Greek reading (eg. the combination of art., adj., noun as 
opposed to art. + noun, art. + adj. in 88-Syh).5 At the same time, the variants in 967 
-
demonstrate that the papyrus and/or it's parent text had still undergone considerable 
influence from Th as well as correction toward MT. 
Papyrus 967 is also notable because it preserves yet another anomaly about the 
book of Daniel. In 967, chapters 7-8 intervene between ch. 4 and 5. The different 
order of chapters has also been found in a Latin manuscript, so Bogaert is correct that 
967 is no longer a "meteor."6 However, the variant order is best attributed to a scribe 
attempting to "fix" the chronology of the book. By placing chs. 7-8 after ch. 4 the 
events and visions relating to Belshazzar are kept together (chs. 7-8, 5) and precede 
those relating to Darius (chs. 6, 9). 967 also reverses the order of chapters 38-39 in 
Ezekiel, so the change in Daniel is not unique. Although, P.S. David argues that we 
should accept 967's order as original, the difference in content between OG and MT in 
chs. 4-6 is an insurmountable obstacle to any hypothetical restructuring of the book. 
Furthermore, R. Albertz has produced strong evidence that chs. 4-6 of OG originate 
from a separate translator, and, in our examination of IT in CH 5, we will adduce 
further evidence in support of Albertz' thesis.7 
Perhaps the greatest tragedy surrounding 967 is that we do not possess the entire 
text of Daniel. It is particularly lamentable that the most damaged portions of the 
papyrus and large lacunae are in chs. 10-12, especially ch. 11, where the OG text 
exhibits the highest degree of confusion as to the meaning of MT. In order to 
appreciate the extent of the damage and to clarify where the witness of 967 is 
unavailable a more precise description of the lacunae of the papyrus is given here.8 
Take heed that the place where I note the ms. is broken is only approximate, i.e. there 
may be a few letters extant from a following line or two where the ms. is broken and 
usually only about half of the preceding dozen words are extant. 
Generally speaking, minimal reconstruction is required for the first eight chs. of 
Daniel, even where it was ripped. Chapters 9-12, Sus and Bel are in worse shape, 
though the top part of the leaves of the whole papyrus are well preserved. Most of Dan 
5See Zieg., pp. 19-21; Hamm, I-II, pp. 19-44 for evaluations of readings and the 
judgment that 967 best preserves the 00. 
6p. M. Bogaert, "Le temoignage de la Vetus Latina dans l'etude de la tradition des 
Septante. Ezechiel et Daniel dans Ie Papyrus 967," fJ3iE 59 (1978): 387. 
7See David, pp. 87-94; Albertz, pp. 159-163. 
8Geissen's (pp. 12-16) description is not so precise. 
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10: 11, 18; 11 :2, 3 and almost all of 10:4 and 10: 17 are missing. Still larger lacunae are 
as follows: 11:8 from CUtOtcroU(H to Ka'tacruprov in vs. 10, though the ms. is in bad 
shape from the beginning of vs. 8. 11: 15 from cr't'i]crov'tat (967 reads cr]'tEcrE[) to 
9EA. it]crEroC; in 11: 16, though most of vss. 14 and 15 are not extant. 11 :20 from 
ij3acrt]A.E1.ac; Ei[ to [cruv'taYEv]'toC; JlE't' in 11 :23. 11 :26 to end of 11 :28, though 
portions of two words are extant from 11 :26. 11 :32 to end of 11 :34. 11 :38 from 
K{Eh V1')crEt to 1tOA.A.OtC; in 11 :40. 11 :45 Kal o[UK to [OVEt]OtcrJlOv in 12:2. 12:6]v Kat 
Kcx{9aptcrJlov to 'tiC; " in 12:8. 12: 13 E[m 't"v to end. 
ll. Primarily Ortfwgrapfiica[ o/ariants 
In this section are categorised most of the minor variants from the corpus of 
papyrus 967. In many cases we can only make educated guesses in the evaluation of 
readings. In the case of 00, where the textual evidence is so sparse, decisions have to 
be based on our understanding of the writing practices of the time and what reading is 
more likely to reflect the period from which it emerged. After all, perhaps the original 
translator did not spell very well. So, although Ziegler is correct that the orthography 
of 967 was not carefully done compared to 88,9 there are instances where 967 probably 
preserves the more accurate spelling. 
Key to Sigla: 
* = accepted as an original reading 
> = omission in 967 
+ = longer reading in 967 
. = alternative reading in 967 
trans. = transposed, transposition 
2,1,3 = the order of words in 967 
[ ] = letterls or wordls in brackets omitted in 967 
{ } = letterls or wordls in brackets added in 967 
- - = orthog. difference in 967 Always limited to one letter in the apparatus. 
Indented + or> means the word is added or omitted in 967 following the previously 
noted variant. 
11.1. Corrections 6y Later 9farufs 14x 
au'to'u' 2:15 u added by 2 corrector. 
crUVE'tE' at'pot(; 2: 17 Delete E, add at by 2nd corr. 
£crilJl11<a'vac; 2:23 Deleted 11 and added a by 2nd corr. Thack. §24, p. 284. 
9Zieg., p. 21. 
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1ta'E'oiql 3: 1 Delete a, add E by 1 corr. 
1tPOO1C. £Jl~aA: 1tpQ01(uvE't'vf3aAoUmv Add t by 2 corr. *OG= 1tpocncuyft Evf3a.A. 
1tPOOElCuV11oav' 1tpoaElCUVOU <v' 3:7 v added by 1 corr. Th influence. 
1tpoo'tay. 'tou +1tUpO~ 3:22 Deleted by 1 corr. 
o£Oo~aOJlEVOv'~' 3:56 Delete v, add ~ by 1 corr. 
e01tEUO-O-E<V' 5:6 0 or 0 emended to v by 1 corr. 
Ei1tE'a.'V 6:5(6) Emended by 2 corr. 
EA 'pp't",a~ 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr. 
OVE'U'XE~ 7:19 Geissen does not note type or hand of corrector. 
E~E1ta'E'Oav 7:20 Emended by 1 corr. 
o<Jl' ou 9: 17 Emended by 1 corr. 
II.2. 'Errors 55x 
These errors were due mainly to carelessness in transcription. 
E1ttAE1('tCOV' E1ttAE 1:3 
{vEal vEaviolCou~ 1: 13 dittog. 
oo1tpicov' Ot'too1topicov 1: 16 Hamm, I-II, p, 115. 
[Eio]1lx9T)oav +oav 1:18 dittog. 
£co~. VEO~ 1 :21 
ya.~apT)vrov· yapaoT)vrov 2:27; 5:7 
OOt' JlOt 2:29 
au'tu' au'to 2:34 Hamm, I-II, p. 239. 
>'to'tE 2:35 
>lCal 'tllv lCpiotv of: 2:36 Accidently omitted. Hamm, I-II, p. 245. 
EV'E 2:38 
EAU't'tro[V] 2:39 Missing line over co to indicate v. 
';YOUJlEVOV + JlEVOV 2:48 dittog. 
~aOtAEu{~} 3: 10 
lCUPtO~' lCUPtE 3: 17 1(E written for lC~ 
E~AT)9ilvat' £Jl~AT)Vat 3:24 
lCUptE' 1(upio~ 3:26 1(~ for lCE 
a['t]t1t1tUOV 3:46 
{Et} Ei~ 3 :55 dittog. 
1tVEUJla'ta' 1tva with line over top=1tVEUJla. 3:65 read 1tVEUJla'ta 
o[u]pavou 3:80 
iOo[1>] 3:92(25) 
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>Aatp£. lI110E 3:95(28) 
1tAl1Pouv{ta} 4:8(11) dittog. 
1tuoav 4:8(11) twice by dittog. 
00'6' ot> 4:30c 
£{v}8v£ot{v} 4:34b 1 st v is an err. 
1tavt(J)v trov trov 4:34c dittog. 
1t£pte8. aUtC9 +lCat £OrolC£V aUtC9 5:29 dittog. 
rop8[p]{£}to£{v} 6: 19(20) p omitted by err. 
ElCaA[£o]£{v} 6:20(21) £0 omitted by err. 
a1tO +a1tO 6:22(23) dittog. 
to 811Piov 7: 11 dittog. 
ElCcivo +0 7 :20 dittog. 
o08cioa{ v} 8: 13 
EV V110t£iat~· EV11ot£iat~ 9:3 haplog. 
"Jltv' TtlIrov 9:7 
Ot£0-p-lC6[p]1ttoa~ 9:7 
lCatCx' lCalCa 9: 13 
tOU~ +tot>~ 9: 18 dittog. 
t1lv EPTtlIroOt V' TtPlllIroOt v 9: 18 
E~OOlITtlCOvta' £v 8 (with a line over it) 9:24 0 mistaken for 8 and £v for Evvea as a 
gloss? 
+£'tt 9:24 for E1tt (1st), but then corr. 
£llCOOt· .]£ (with a line over it) 10:13 967 has lC£? misunderstood from lC = 20? 
Geissen, p. 233. 
lCat £i1t£{v} dittog? 10:20 There is enough space on the previous line for this to have 
been written. 
OOt· 1I0t 10:21 Change in pronoun to harmonize with the change in person of the vb. 
1tp&ta +tCx 10:21 haplog. or dittog.? 
av8£OtTtlCaOt v: 11:2 dittog.? Uncertain. 
a1too't[a8]Tto£tat 11:4 S. EJl~A.118f1vat in 3:24. 
ou Ot110£t· ouotTtO£t 11:6 
xrop[av] 11: 19 
E~roO]Ot>Ot v 11 :30 err. due to previous i1~oUOt{v}. 
£i~ to lCa8a +£i~ to 11 :35 dittog. 
£i1ta' E1taV 12:6 
(Xv a1tOOta8n' avao'ta8n 12: 11 
11.3. lntercft.ange of %weLs 
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II.3.i m/€, den, Thack. §6.11 45x 
W€ 4x 
8KTT€OrucrC(l. 1:5; ouve-nx'ipOl, 5:6; eU~Tr(en6:5(6); ~o1l8flcrex{ 10:13; 
fim. 41x 
6:vO:YYEtAE 2:2; em-v-o:yyetNl"rE 2:5; oo~excrB~crecrflE 2:6; a:v-TT-oyYetAll1"E 2:6; OUVELTTexcrBE 
2:9; 61lAWcr€l€2:9; £w.n'.1l8~cr€()8€ 3:15; €tTE1"ex~€ 3:19; ullv8'i1"8 3:57, 58, 59, 60, 61, 64, 
65, 66, 67, 68, 69, 70, 71; UTTBpu\Vo{h€3:57, 58, 59, 64, 65, 67, 68, 70, 71, 79; EUAOy€'i1"€ 
3:58, 59, 60, 61, 65, 66, 69, 70, 71; crt 5:16. 
II.3.ii. vet. tit, €Y€ Thack. §6.24-26. 115x + 20x listed with Proper Nouns 
V81. 85x 
~cxcrl,A«€»tKflc; 1:5, TT«€»\V€t 1:5,8; tXA«€»tcr8ft 1:8; «€»'{vex 1:10; ~ll«€»'iv 1:12, 3:27, 
30; 9:12, 13; O\¥«€»tC; 1:13; Wt.I«€»O·Jlcr€V 1:19; b:«€»l.~81l 2:3; 11:38; CrnoKp«€»tBetC; 
2:5; Ka:8«€»W1"GN 2:21; Y«€»tVWm<UN 2:22, 3:15; ~pa:x«€»WV€ 2:32; 9:15; 10:6; 11:6, 
15, 31; Ep[p]l.TT«€»tO"€V 2:35; O:qHXV«€»l.O"€1. 2:44; ey-v-Kenv(c€»tO"Il0V 3:2; €iKOV«€»t 3:5, 14; 
Kexl1«€»tVOV 3:6, 11, 15, 17, 19, 20, 21, 22(2), 23, 24, 25, 46, 47, 48, 49(2), 51, 79; 
n«€»lTT1"OV1"ex 3:7; ouv«€»t6Wv 3:14; o:6Bwp«€»t 3:15; OAOKOOhwo(c€»tC; 3:38; Kp«€»l.Wv 
3:40; TT«8»WVGN 3:40; ~«8»l.AexO"en 3:40; ~81"«8»l.Vex~€<cV» 3:49; P«€n'iyo<) 3:67; 
~crB«€)}l.oV 4:30a; U\V«€n\.cr'(4l 4:30c; oUl)(<<€nv..\oUC; 5 preface; €TT«€nl.TT'tE;V 6:10(11); 
1"p«€» tc; 6: 10(11), 11(12); l.0p8[p 1«€» to"€«V» 6: 19(20); Cm8WIlTTCXV«8» taflll 7: 11; 
01.0)((€»lAten 8:14; niXcr«€»1. 9:16; «€»iAcn€Ucrov 9:18; XPov«€»tonc; 9:19; }:(c€»1.UN 9:19, 
24; XP«€»'iO"l1ex 9:26; Kex'((€»l.O)(IJO"€l. 11:5, 6; ETTc(€»l.cCou»O"1"PE:tv€1. 11:10; ~6:n«€»tvex 
11:24; Ep€Bcc€»1.crB~O"€'(en 11:25; A«€»\CXV 11:25; Ey-v-KcnEA«8»tTTOV 11:30; 
11«€» l.cxvouO"t«v» 11 :31; KexBa:pcc€» to"en 11:35; O:qlCXVcc€» {crexl. 11 :44; mJV«€» \.f;v1"8C; 12:3; 
X(c8»tAta:<) 12:11, 12. 
€lit 27x 
U6pOTT01"[€]'iV 1:12; Kp[€]{crO"UN 1:15; EI1TT€o"[€]'iv 2:1; E~O:YO:Y[€]'iv 2:14; O"K01"[€]l.vO: 2:22; 
O"K01"[ €]l. 2:22; O:TTOK1"[ €]'ivm, 2:24; yvWcr[ €]l. 2:30; KUPl.eU[ €]l.V 2:38; 6:TTEO[ €]1.~€V 2:48; 
TToA[€]l.C; 3:1; Xp[€]tCXV 3:16; ~n(E]ty€ccV» 3:22; Kptcr[€]l.C; 3:27, 31; €V€1"[€]tAW 3:30; 
rup[ €]'iv 3 :38; npocr6E}(8[ €]tllllc 3:39; €v6[ €]l.KVDIl€VO1. 3 :44; T{ €]tXGN 4:26(29); 
uTTo6[€]'i~ext5:16; 10:14; 11:~ eXnEK1:[€]wCXV 6:24(25); 8€wp[€]'iv8:1S; otf)cr[€]l.C; 9:17; 
EPllllwcr[ 8]t 11 :24. 
S4 
eve 3x 
KOC(cxAe[1.]cp8~vcn 2:35 
Ka1"acp 8 e[ q p a-€-1"e 4: 11 (14 ) 
Y1.vWo-Ke[ l.)c; 10:20 
II.3.iii. Omission of 1. 7x 
"'ecr6[1.]ov1"ac; 1:13; 7:7 Ka1"ecr8[1.]oY1"€C; 7:19 Thack. §19.3. 
eIT[ l.]e(K€1.O:v 3:42 
UITBKcx{1.]OV 3:46 
5[1.]0:8~Kfl 9:13 
eIT1.Bull{1.]CN 10:3 
II.3.iv. ooe. fla Thack. §6.2,3 5x 
a:ve-o:-llOC; 2:35 
eIT·· em' 3:2 
uITo>..~6vr€-a-i) 3:9 
Ka1"acp8q1.]pa-e-1"e 4:11(14) 
Ka8a-e-p1.-e-[ cr]8~cr€1"cn 8:14 
II.3.v. ouu Thack. §6.41 4x 
~Y01.~€v· ~vu~€V 6:10(11); 10:16 
cr01.· cru 2:23; 9:7 
II.4. Non-Elision Thack. §9.10 6x 
"'a>..>..·· a>..>..o: 2:28, 30; 3:39, 95(28); 10:21 
... TTUP·· TTup 0: 3: 19 
II.5. e&:v for O:v Mayser, II. 1. 267; Thack. §5.4 8x 
3:6,10,11,96(29), 4:34a; 5:7; 9:14; 11:3 
II.6. £roe; and roe; 3x 
{£}roe; 2:43 
[£]roe; 4:30(33) 
[£]roe; 7: 13 
There are three occasions where 967 has confused the writing of eo>e; or roe;. 
The most celebrated instance is in 7: 13 where F .F. Bruce has argued that the OG makes 
an "astonishing" claim that the one like a son of man came as (the) Ancient of Days.l0 
Zieg. had reconstructed the text to read £o>e;, but 967 does support 88-Syh in reading roe; 
and J. Lust has suggested that the "so-called 'erroneous' reading ... is not to be 
'corrected' in an edition of the text of the LXX." 11 Jeansonne has argued for the 
integrity of Zieg. 's reconstruction and she does note the parallel variants in 2:43 and 
4:30(33), but she does not note that 967 actually supports the reading of 88-Syh in this 
particular case.12 However, there is no doubt that Zieg.' s text is correct. 
In both the OG and Th £o>e; is a SE for ill. eo>e; appears 43x in 00, but 14x 
MT =0. 13 In the remaining 29 instances eo>e; renders i jI in all but two passages. 14 In 
4:8(11) it is a good equivalent for" in the sense "unto" and in 9:20 £o>e; translates 
i'.!i, which is obviously an error of sight or hearing. We encounter the same 
equivalence when examining MT. i~ appears 47x in MT, so there are 20x when 
£o>e;=i.1l does not occur. 8x 00=0.15 Textual differences also explain the non-
equivalence for i.1l in five other cases. 16 while IT accounts for the omissions in 2:20; 
lOBruce, "Oldest Version," p. 25. 
llJ. Lust, "Daniel VII and the Septuagint," TfI£ 54 (1978): 63. Bogaert 
("Relecture," p. 206) supports Lust's judgment. 
12See Jeans., pp. 96-98. 
133:1,4:11(14),14(17),18(21),28(31),30(33); 6:6(5),17; 7:25; 8:11; 9:27(2); 
12:4, 7 (secondary addition). The second occurrence in 7:25 is also difficult to judge 
because of the textual differences. 
14See 1:21; 2:9, 34; 6:8(7), 13(12), 15(14),27(26); 7:4,9, 12, 18(2),22,25, 26, 
28(27); 8:10, 11, 13, 14; 9:26; 10:3; 11:35,36; 12:1,4,9. The second occurrence of 
£o>e; in 7: 18 of Zieg. 's text is probably not original. 
154:5(8), 14(17), 20(23), 22(25), 29(32), 30(33); 5:21; 6:25(24). 
167: 11; 9:25; 11 :24, 25; 12:6. In 7: 11 it could be an omission of a redundant 
expression. 
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8:8 and 11:25.17 There remain four other passages. In 8:6 and 11: 10 OG translates 
with £1tt, while in 11 :45 it has ropa. As in the case of 9:20 above, OG has probably 
misread "li in 8:6, 11:10 and n.l\ in 11:45. Not only is the direct equivalence 
between £cj)~ and i ~ established, but there is no other instance in OG or Th where ro~ 
translates i~. 
In 2:43,967 may have read i~ (see BHS) where it employs eco~ for ro~. 
IT.7. Consonants 
IT.7 j. .9lffdition of ~ 5 x 
*ou'tro{~} 1:13; 3:40 Thack. §9.9, Mayser I, 1. p. 214 
*iixou{~} 3:7(?), 10, 15. Thack. §10.29 
II.7 ji. Omission of ~ 6x 
v£avicrKou[~] 1:4 
O£Ka1tAacriro[~] 1 :20 
E1t'ta1tAacriro[~] 3:46 
J3acrtA,£U[~] 4:30a 
*A:6xvou[~] 5 preface S. Geissen, p. 141. 
Ka8a -£- pt -£ -[cr J9ilcr£'tat 8: 14 
IT.7jii. 'lJou6fecf Consonants Thack. §7.39, 40, 42 5x 
967 often writes only one consonant of a pair. 
EP[p]i1t{£}tcr£v 2:35 . 
E~J3aA.[A,]ov't£~ 3:46 
Ep[p]ucra'to 3:88 
E[p]pi<Pllcrav 6:24(25) 
1tp6cr[ cr ]x£~ 9: 18 
II.7.iv. Interchange of AJp Thack. §7.20 3x 
Thack. notes that the tendency was for p to replace A" but he also states that 
"instances occur, also, of the reverse change in the KOt vil where no consonant follows." 
17In 2:20 (cf. 7:18) OG omits the latter half of ~~"..u-i.ll' ~~"jJ-l~' while in 
8:8, 11 :25 OG translates i~r.)-i~with cr<p6opa. 
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The fact that A was mistakenly written for p during the transmission of Daniel is 
exemplified in 6:22(23), which was later corrected; 11 :25 where the addition of 
TTcxpcrAoyw8~cr81(n is a corruption from the earlier variant TTcxpoPywBllcr81m (Geissen, p. 
259, see 11:25); and the reading of 8C!AcxQ"(rfl~ in 10:6. 967 tends to substitute A for p 
which suggests that it is a phonetic error. It also means that we should consider the 
possibility that 967 has the correct reading in 3 :96(29). 
htCXJ.Jd-p-tIT8~(J8TCXt 3:96(29) This orthographic variant is quite interesting because 
otCX\-lBA(sw "dissect" is usually interpreted as a neologism (so LEH, p. 106), which Mont., 
p. 148, reconstructed on the basis of an analogy to \-l~ TToulcro:vr8<; in 2 Macc. 1 :16. 
LSJ only has otOilBAtswattested in Plutarch. However, even without 967, we should 
consider the possibility of reading the far more common OtOilBP~W "divide." The 
problem in reading OtOilB)..,t~W is that it would mean OG knew the meaning of the 
Vorlage here, but not in 2:5. On the other hand, the more common otCXJlBp~wwould fit 
the pattern of orthographic change in OG and would also represent an adequate 
contextual guess. At some early stage of its transmission the A could have been 
substituted for the p, and otCX\-lBA\.Sw may have been accepted into the language later. S. 
the discussion in CH 5.m. 
BA' pp't'tfcx<; 6:22(23) Emended by 2 corr. 
8cxpcrt<;"' 86:)..cxcrOT]<; 10:6 967=88-Syh but does not make sense. It could derive from an 
early transcription mistake of A for p. 
Il7.v. Non-Assimilation afv Thack. §9.3-6. 15x 
·0'U~V-lloAuv8ft 1:8 
*O'U~V-\-ltYBt~ 2:43 
*0'UY-V-Kpcx8~vcxt 2:43 
*€y-v-KCXtV«B»tcr\-lOV 3:2 
*cruJ-rv-nohtcrcxvTCX<; 3:20 
~-v-TTUpw\-l6v 3 :95(28) 
Ey-V-KUKAtQV 4:34b 
* Ey-V-KCXt VtcrllOU 5 preface 
*'mJy-v-KPtIlCX 5:7(2), 16, 30 
Ey-V-KCX1€AtTTB«V» 9:11; 11:30 
~-V-Il€vUN 12:12 S. 6:12a where Zieg. should be emended to read with the compound. 
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II.7.vi. W-Eq>£AKUcr-rtK6v Thack. §9.7 125x .y 
Af ~~~t S ar as verbs are concerned, 967 consistently employs the variable, . and 
there is only one occurrence in 967 in which the v is omitted against 88. There are 13x 
where 967 has the final von nouns and adjectives against 88 as well. Since the v 
dropped out before consonants in later usage, it is more probable that we should retain 
it in all cases where it is attested. 
II.7.vi.a. 'lleros 112x 
Addition of v in 967 lllx 
'lix,ic.ocr£v 1:8; £bc.oK£V 1:9; £l1t£V 1:11,2:5,14,26,27,3:91,6:14(15),16(17),21(22); 
10:11, 12, 14,20; 11:1; 12:9; E~Tt-rllcrEv 1:20; KptVOOOtV 2:7; Ecrnv 2:11(2),20,27,28, 
3: 17(2),4:27(30), 34(37), 34c; 5 preface; 6:26(27), 8:20, 21; dcrllj.,9£v 2: 16; 
i>1t£b£t~£V 2:17; 1t<XP1lYY£tA£V 2:18; EKboaroCHV 2:18; £uj.,6Yllcr£v 2:19; £tcnlY<XYEv 
2:25; EbTtAc.ocr£V 2:28, 29; E1ta.-r<x;£v 2:34, 35, 3:20; cruV11A611cr£v 2:45; EcrTt~<XV£v? 
2:45; 1tpocr£KuV11cr£v 2:46; E1tE-r<x;£V 2:46; ,;;trocr£v 2:49; £lCTtPU;EV 3:4; £cr-rllcr£v 3:5, 
7, 6: 14(15); EtO-l v 3: 12; fln[£]t Y£V 3:22; EV£1tUptcr£v 3:23; btE;robEUcr£v 3:48; EUP£V 
3:48; E;£-r{£}t v<X~£v 3 :49; E1tOlllcrEv 3 :50; Ej., u1tllcr£v 3 :50; E9<xu~<xcr£v 3 :91; 
Cx.1tEcr't£tA£V 3:95(28); £crrocrEv 3:95(28); 1tpocrlCUvTtcrrocrtV 3:95(28); Eq>roV11cr£v 
4:11(14); i>1tEb£t;EV 4: 15(18); cruVE-rTtPllcr£V 4:25(28); £YP<X'I'£V 4:34b; E1tnv£cr£v 5 
preface; £lb£V 5:5; Eq>rovllcrEv 5:7; E;E911lC£V 5:7; EVEbucr£v 5:29; E1tllA9£v 5:30, 10: 13; 
1t<xpEA.<x~£V 5:31(6:1),19(20),28(29); Tt-r-rTtcrromv 6:5(6); £cr-rllcr£v 6:9(10),10(11); 
rop9[p]{£}tcr£v 6:19(20); crEcrrolCEv 6:20(21),21(22); E1tTtlCOUcr£v 6:21(22); £lb£V 7:1; 
£lX,£V 7:7; Cx.1tEcr-rllcr£v 7:12; U1t£PEq>£p£V 7:20; Cx.1tOAOUcrtV 7:26; fl9£A£V 8:4; £bP<X~£V 
8:6; E1ta.-r<x;£v 8:7; crUVE-rpt'l'£V 8:7; Cx.Y<X1trocrtV 9:4; EY-V-lC<x-rEAt1t£V 9:11; 
1lYPU1tV11cr£v 9: 14; 1tpocrllj.,9£v 9:22; EAa.Allcr£V 9:22; E;1lj.,9£v 9:23; lC<x-ricrx,ucr<x- £- v 
10:8; 1tPOcrTtY<XYEV 10:10; K<x-rlcrX,UcrEV 10:18; EVlcrXUcrEV 10:19; i\;oucrtV 11:30; 
~{£}t<xvoucrt v 11 :31; Cx.1tocr-rTtcroucrt v 11 :31; bwcroucrt v 11:31; 1t£tp<xcr9rocrt v 12:9; 
<lyt<xcr9rocrt v 12:9 
Omission of v in 967 Ix 
lC<x-ra'tpEx,oucrt[v] 4:21(24) 
1I.7.vi.b. 9{punsand!Jltfjectives 13x 
Addition of v in 967 13x 
1t<xtcrl. vI: 13, 2:4; 3:29(2); 4:34b, 34c. 
ooacrt v 3:79 
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£(V}eV£OlV 4:34b, 34c, 
"'£O'OOl v 6:24(25) 
1tOOtV 7:7, 19 
x'P'11JHXCH v 11: 13 
II.8. 9{um6er 17x 
II.8.i. 9{ouns 9x 
II.8.i.a. SiT1£lufarjorP{urai 5x 
*'t<X 1tp60. u~. ~ha't. acr9: 'to 1tp6crco1tov u~rov ola't£tpa~~£vov acr9£vE~ 1: 10 
Given the predominant use of (Cl)"~E:) in idioms and semi-prepositions it is not 
unexpected that OG always has the sing. elsewhere in Daniel where it is rendered by 
1tPOOOO1tOV,18 but OG also employs npocroo1tOV in all other cases as well. 19 This is the 
only instance in Daniel where a plural would be suitable in Greek, but s. 1:13, 15 where 
OG has the sing. O'lll~. 
*£i~ 'tot~ ai&va~' eco~ tOU airovo~ 2:44 Syh=sg. S. also 2:44(2); 3:9; 6:27(26) 
where OG has the singular for plural in MT. The only time OG retains the plural of 
MT for Cl ".l1 is in 7: 18 according to Zieg., but the formal correspondence to MT is 
unlikely there. S. CH 5.Il!. 
EOX,a.'tCOV· EOX,a.tOt) 2:45 967=MT In 2:28 and 2:29 OG has E1t EOX,a.'tCOV trov 
1lJl£Prov where MT has ~"7:)'" n"in~::l (vs. 28) and n~j "in~ (vs. 29) respectively. 
2:45 follows the same pattern. S. below. 
*t<x OOO~(l't(l' t6 crroJl(l 3:95(28) 967=Syh The variant probably stems from 
alternative 'llorCagen because there is a K-Q difference. The Peshitta also offers a sing. 
while Th and the Vulgate have the pI. 
'trov X,£lProV' tfl~ x,£lp6~ 6: 14(15) Here MT =0, but MT only has the pI. of j" 3x 
(2:34, 45; 3: 15) and each time OG retains the plural. Otherwise OG prefers the plural 
even where MT is sg. The pI. renders a sg. in 1 :2; 2:38; 3: 17; 7:25; 8:4, 25; 11: 11, 16; 
12:7. 
188:5,17,18,23; 9:3,7,8,13,17; 10:6,9,15; 11:17,18,19,22. 
193:19,41; 4:19(22), 30(33); 6:10(11), 12(13), 13(14); 7:10; 10:12. 
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II.8.i.b. Plural for Singular 3x 
aYYEA-Or; ou· aYYEA-rov rov 2:11 967=MT; s. Hamm, I-IT, p. 181, 183. 
*taxcl'tou' taxa'trov 8:23; 10:14 The plural follows 8:19 and the pattern in 2:28,29, 
45. 
'tou A-oyou 'tou'tou' 'trov A-0Yrov 'tou'trov 12:8 MT has nr.,~ n"'in~. A-oyor; appears 
15x in OG. In every case except 2:9 OG follows the number of MT, though in 3/4 
cases where MT=O the pI. is used.2o The OG rendering probably stems from a 
misunderstanding of MT. OG has the sing. for n"'in~ while the pI. in 967 resulted 
from later harmonization to the demonstrative adj. 
II.8.n. 'Ver6s 8x 
II.8.ii.a. Singular for Plural 2x 
aUvrlx8T![aav] 6:23(24) Elsewhere OG has the pI. S. 3:7; 4:9(12); 7:27; 8:4; 12:10. 
a'tllaov't<Xt· cr'tEcr£'t<Xt? 11: 15 967 identifies "king of Egypt" as the subject. 
II.8.ii.b. Plural for Singular 6x 
tbOY)l<X'tta81l{crav} 2:13 Secondary harmonization to following verb. Hamm, I-II, p. 
185. 
*t~1l'tll81l bE: K<xt t~1l't,,81lcr<xv 2:13 The only grammatical parallel is in 2:18 where 
OG has the pI. 88-Syh has secondary harmonization to previous vb. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 
187, who reads the s. for both vbs. 
tYEVE'tO' tYEVOV'tO 2:35 ytVOJl<xt occurs twice more in the s. in 2:35. The 3 pI. of 
yivoJlat is unusual, but there is one other passage where it is employed in OG (12:1).21 
However, there are a diversity of uses of the vb. in ch. 2, and the vb. in MT is pI. If we 
consider the occurrences of the nt. pI. sub. with a finite vb. where OG has a 'Vorlage, 
20A-oyor; in the s. for a s. in MT are 1:20; 2:11; 4:28(31); 6:12(13); 7:28. PI. for pI. 
in 7:1,11,16; 12:3. MT=O in 4:24(27)6is, 25(28)6is. 
21The singular occurs in 2:1, 35(3); 3:30,40,91(24),92(25); 4:24(27); 8:11, 12, 
15; 9:2, 12(2); 10:4; 11:36; 12:1. Other occurrences are info in 2:11,12,28,29(2); 
4:30b; imv. in 3:40; part. in 4:34c. 
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there are 27.22 The cases where the pl are employed confonn to Soisalon-Soininen's 
suggestion that it is used when the parts of the whole are emphasized. 23 In this instance 
the subject is viewed collectively, so it is most probably sing. while 967 has been 
corrected toward Mr. 
€prHlwe~cr€"((X1.· .crov"((X1. 8:13 OG transfonns the n. into a vb. and provides a dynamic 
translation, and the nt. pl sub. ("(0: O:yux) is viewed collectively. 
€TIl.,,,€A€cr8ncrcr(X1.· .8ncrov"(cnll:16 The vb. stems from reading ~ as if it were a pu. 
3.m.s., but the sing. vb. would confonn to OG's usage. 
bw:vofJ8~croV(oo: b~o:vofJ8~crcr(X~ 11:35 967 has the prep. €I< changed to ev, so perhaps 
967 read €v as w which led to the change in person of the vb. 
II.9. Miscellaneous Orthographical Variants 9x 
This section includes variants in spelling (1:5; 3:55) as wen as common 
orthographical variants that could not be classified elsewhere. 
*€i<-x-8€01.V 1:5 Thack. §7.9. 
*0')"(8" oUbe 2:43 Hamm, I-II, p. 265. 
crD:J1~U~ 3:5 
Kcq.n-€-VOI) 3:46 Thack. §6.22. 
X€pou~~(.1-\f- 3:55 Thack. §4., p. 33. 
toou· tbOV 10:8 
ou S-O-dC; 10:21 
II. 10. Proper Nouns 7Ox. 
ror-v-ayy€tAfJ"(S 2:5 
O:v-rr-cryy€O\fJ"(€ 2:6 
Most of the variants dealing with proper nouns have to do with common 
orthographical differences, though a few involve different names. A few important 
variants are treated in the main apparatus. 
lwaK«€» ~ll I: 1, 2 
22Neuter plural subjects with a plural verb occur in 3:7, 94(27); 4:9(l2)bis; 6:27(28); 
7:3, 8, 17; 8:4. Singular verbs occur in 2:5, 28, 29(2), 30; 5:3; 4:19(22), 30(33); 7:4, 5, 
25; 8:8, 19; 9:12(2), 13; 11:37; 12: 7. 
23See 1. Soisalon-Soininen, "Die Konstruction des Verbs bei einem Neutrum Plural 
im griechischen Pentateuch." VT 29 (1979): 189-99. See also A. Pietersma, "The Greek 
Psalter. A question of methodology and syntax," VI' 26 (1976): 60-69. 
Na~ouXoOovo-E-crop 1:1,18; 2:1,28,46,48; 3:1,2(2),5,7,13,14,16,19,91,95; 
4:28, 30, 30a, 34b. 
IEpoucraA. 1lW I EPOOOA. uJla 1: 1 Cf. Hamm, I-IT, p. 81. 
*Ba~uA.rova· B~uA.roviav 1:2 Hamm, I-IT, pp. 83,213,215. 
Ba~uA.rovia~· Baf3uA.&vo~ 2:24 Hamm, I-IT, pp. 213,215. 
*[ 'til~] Baf3uA.rovia~· Baf3uA.&vo~ 2:24 S. previous. 
*Ba~uA.rovia~· Baf3uA.rovo~ 2:48 Hamm, I-IT, p. 215. 
A~troOpt· Acr1taVE~ 1:3 967=Th 
Avav{E}ia~ 1 :6, A vav{E}iav 1: 11 
M{E}tcra1lA. 1 :6, 7, 11, 19 (cr/~); 2: 17; 3 :24 
~E8pax -K- 1:7; 2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16,95(28),96(29) 
M{E}tcraX-K- 1:7; 2:49; 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 95(28),96(29) 
*'AptroxIn] 2:14; *'Aptroxr1l~] 2:15 Thack. §11.1. 
Icra[a]K 3:35 
~avt[1l]A. 6:27(28); 10:7 
BaA. 'tacrap{ou} 7: 1 Thack. § 11.1. 
't<~'avt1lA. 7:1 superscript by 1 COIT. 
+O~ ~aVt1lAo~? 7:1(2x),28 
IE-1l-pEJltaV 9:2 
* Mrocr1l· Mroucrero~ 9: 10(?), 11, 13 Tha. § ILL 
~(E}trov 9:19,24 
Icrpa 1lA.· 'IEpoucraA.1lJl 9:19 Originated as a gloss to ~lroV. S. Geissen, p. 211. 
IT.11. Jilrticles 60x 
In this section are listed additions, omissions, and subtitutions of articles that 
can be treated without reference to their governing preposition or noun. 
*['tov] ~acrtA.ea 1:2 Hamm, I-II, p. 81. 
*[ 'til~] Iou8aia~ 1:2 
*Ei~ +'r11v 1:2 
*'t4). 'tov 1:9 Hamm, I-II, p. 95. 
~acrtA.ea +'tov 1:18 Hamm, I-II, p. 125. 
*['t4)] /lav. 1:19 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 127. 
('t4)} Avav. 1: 19 
['tou~] cpaPJlaKOU~ 2:2 Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 147. OG tends to employ only one article 
in a series, but it is included before both the previous elements. 
>'trov S. 3:48; 9: 1 and DJD, I, p. 150. 
(6} ~acrtA.EU~ 2: 10 
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*(0] Lio:Yl.llA 2:13 Hamm, I-II, p. 187. 
"'KCd. +lY 2:17 Hamm, I-II, p. 197. 
"'M«c»l.crCXT"\A +lY cj. by Hamm, I-II, p. 197. 
*[10:) ~<X88CX 2:22 Hamm, I-II, p. 207. 
"'KCXt [10:] E.l. q>W1t 2:22 S. discussion of 2:22 in ill. 
TTpOC;>10Y 2:24 Prep. + art. preceding names of people in 1:11; 6:4(5), 14(15); 8:16; 
Bel 18, 28, 42; but cf. Bel 34. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 213. 
"'{'til<;] B~u>'uM.o:<; 2:24 
*b€ >0 2:27 Hamm, I-II, p. 221. 
«10DC;» bcrlPOO<. 2:34 Hamm, I-II, p. 133. 
*(1i)y] iO)(UY 2:37 S. Hamm, I-II, p. 137, but reference to 2:37 has been omitted. 
"'[ UtY] ll{1l)Y 2:37 
"'(ulY] b6~o:Y 2:37 
"'[lGN] iXBuwv2:38 Hamm, I-II, p. 133. 
>tilc; 
"'[lOY] XCXAKOY 2:45 
"'[lOY] expyupOY 2:45 
"'[lOY] xpucr6Y 2:45 
TTO:vlWV>lGN 2:48 haplog. 
"'€v +141 3:1 S. 1:3, 6; 2:25; 10:20. 
>0 3:2 Hamm, III-IV, p. 147. 
TTO:v1CX>lU'? 3:7 haplog.? S. 2:10; 3:2, 37; 4:(37)34c; 7:14; but 2:30, 48. 
«onBcOC; 3:17 
* +0 =Syh Hamm, ill-IV, p. 215. 
Ml.cr. +10Y 3:13 
TTcpt>10Y 3:49 S. 3:23. 
ooJ1CN+l0 3:50 Hamm, ill-IV, p.331. 
>0 3:55 S. 2:29; 12:12; cf. 9:4. BDF §412.5. 
"'>10U 3:57 Hamm, ill-IV, p. 351. 
EUAOy. +10: 3:81 
UIlV€'il€ KCXt + 10: 3 :81 
Ecrn«Y» +0 4:34(37) S. 2:47. 
«0» Ncx~ou. 4:34c Cf. Hamm, Ill-IV, p. 525. 
TTCX1P 6 C; crou >10D 5: 12 
"'>lGN 6:1(2) S. Geissen, p. 161. 
>0 7:1 Omitted in 967 due to the previous reading of a rel. pro. (Llavl.llA+OC; 
LlavtllAO~). 
+>lDY 7:22 S. 7:9, 13. 
/.01 
>ai 7:27 
*[0] icrxupo~ 9:4 00 tends to omit articles in a series. 
*Kal [o?] q>O~EPO~ 9:4 
1tatoo~ >toU 9: 11 
Kupiou +tOU 9:13 967 =Th. 
aq>atpE9. >11 9:27 
*>tcP 10:1 
crtpatTtYou >tOU 10: 13 
troy· tcp 11 :35 
*autft +0 11:42 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that the art. was dropped later. 
*{it} aKOTt 11:44 Cf. Th and MT. More likely that 88-Syh dropped the art. Cf. 
Oeissen, p. 65. 
*cO~ +oi 12:3 88-Syh=MT, but the article might have been added because it is better 
Oreek. 
*>oi 12:4 00 never adds the art. elsewhere to 1tOAAOt (s. 8:25, 11:10, 18,26, 34,44; 
12:9[10]) and does not translate the art. when the %rfageis definite (s. 9:18, 27; 11:33, 
39; 12:3). 
>0 12:6 
Il.12. 1l&!Ce7(jve Pronouns Thack. § 14.2 8x 
The reflexive pronoun was used more at the time of Daniel's composition, so it 
is more likely that the reflexive was dropped during the course of transmission than it 
was added by 967. There are several places where 88 and 967 are agreed in the use 
(1 :3, 11:7; 4:9[12] 967 +), which supports the view that we should read it elsewhere. 
*{i:}autOU 1:20,2:17,6:10(11); 7:1; 11:7 
*{i:}autrov 3:21, 95(28) 
[£]ai>tOU~ 11 :35 
II.13. 9vfisce{{aneous'l{9uns 24x 
Included below are variants in nouns that are primarily differences in case. 
*0 Cipyupo~· to apyuptOV 2:35 88=Th Hamm, p. 241. 
1tEtEt vrov· 1tEtTtvrov 2:38 
*XaAKfl· xaAKou 2:39 Hamm, I-II, p. 255. 
to[~] tt(lpa{~] 3:21 S. Ezek. 23:15. 
aivEtOv· aivEt6~ 3:26 S.3:55. 
*t. OOi>AOt~· trov OOUAWV 3:33 967=88 
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*'t. a£fio~EVOt~· 'trov aE~o~Evrov 3:33 967=88 
*'t. a.~~ov 't: " a.JlJlo~" 3:36 Hamm, Ill-IV, p. 291, 293. 
va<p9aJ: v] 3: 46 
1tE'tEtVCx' 1tE'tl1v6. 3:80 S.2:38. 
qxovijv] 4:28(31) Hamm, III-IV, p. 479. 
*'tllv ~ClatA: 'ti1~ ~ClatAEtCl~ 4:29(32) 967=88 
1t6.al1~ 'ti1~ ~ClatAEtClC;' 1tacrn 't.~. 6:4(5) 
*lCEq>ClAllv-~- 7:1 Geissen, p. 97. 
1tClACltOU' 1tClAClt6~ 7:13 S. Jeans., pp. 96-98. 
~ClcrtAEro -u -~ 10: 13 
1CUp[tE]iCl~? 11:3 Not extant but probable based on space and v. 4 
aA1C1lv' OA1C1lv 11:4 Tha. §6.9. 
1CUp[tE]tClV 11:4 
ouvaJ:cr]'toov 11:5 Om. due to 11:3? 
ouvClcr'tEtCl{V} JlEya.Al1{V} 11:5 967 misunderstood syntax. 
Ot6.VOtClt{V} 11: 14 967 read as acc. 
~ClcrtAE{t}Cl 11 :25 Thack. §6.18 
1tpoo'ta.YJla['tCl] 12:4 
II. 14. 'VerEs 59x 
II. 14.i. 1st and 2nd .9lorist Thack. § 17.1,2. BDF § 81 3x 
*Ei1tov' Ei1tClV 3:9; 6: 12a. 
Ei1tClV' Ei1tov 3: 16. 
*EVE'tUXO-Cl- v 6: 12(13) Thack. § 17.2. 
II. 14.ii. 'VerEs fJ'enninating in ocrav Thack. § 17.2; Mayser, 1.2., pp. 83-84. 3x 
EvEJ3aAoaClV' EVE.~aAOV 3:22 
EvEJ36.Aooav· EVE.~aAOV 3:46 
*E~i1Aeov . E~"Aeocrav 5 preface 
II.14.iii. %.efJ'emporaf.9lugment Thack. §16.4-6; BDF §67, 69. 20x 
*t6-ro-palCa 2:3,10,27,29,31,34,41,45 
1tpOal1-E-u~a'to 3:24 S.3:25. 
E~ro-O-JlOAOYci'to 3:25 S. 1:19; 6:12(13); 7:11; 12:7. 
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7taP11-E- vOOXA.11O'Ev 3:50 1tap11vo'ro'XA11O'av 6:23(24) superscript by 1 corr. 
*E-l1-UA.0youv 3:51 
q>KOUV OtlCOUV 4:8(11) 
*£~E-11-p"l!roO'a~ 4:19(22) 
*aCPUP11tat· acpEiplltat 4:28(31) 
*a7tO-E-lCatEO'tcl9T} 4:33(36) S. vs. 34b. 
Euro-o-oooS11 8: 12 S. 3:25. 
*1tapo-ro- ~uvS"O'Etat 11: 10 
O'uV{E}tEAEO'Sn 11:36 Incorrectly added E on a subjunctive. 
II. 14.iv. 9vfisc.e{{aneous o/eros 33x 
Below are listed minor variants in verbal fonns primarily due to differences in 
person, tense, voice, and mood. 1 :20; 2: 11, 24, 31; 3 :25; 10:7; 11 :24 reflect 
orthographical differences. 
*aV-1t-to£t~EV 1:20 Hamm, I-II, p. 101. 
*~fiSt· ~"O'n 2:4,28 88-Syh=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 151. 
*ot£t· otn 2:11 Thack. §17.12. 
*EO'tat· EO'tro 2:20 Hamm, I-II, p. 203. 
~uv"O'n· ~uvaO'at 2:26 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 219. 
*e{t}O't"lCEt 2:31 Thack. § 16.5 
*tJlllSfivat· tl!l1Stvta 2:45 Hamm, I-II, p. 267 
1tpoO'EKUVTtO'av· 1tpOaKuvOUat v 3: 12 967 influenced by Th. S. vs. 7. 
Ei1ta-£-v 3:25 S. the emendation in 6:5(6) and Zieg. for 6: 13(14) 
1tOVTtPOtclt(9-n- 3:32 
1tAllSu-11-vat 3:36 Thack. §6.46.2. 
£UAOYEtt£-ro- 3:64 Cf. 3:74. 
£A1tiO'avta~· £A1ti~ovta~ 3:95(28) Hamm, III-IV, p. 409. 
£cpoott~ ov· £cpoottaa v 4: 8 ( 11 ) 
';KOUO'£· ';KOUO'9T} 4:28(31) Hamm, ill-IV, p. 479. 
*OTtO'ouO't v· OTtO'roat v 4:29(32) Future fonns in context. 
£1t£ypawa-E-v 5 Preface 
EO'1t£UO' -0 -£v 5:6 967 harmonized to previous imperfect. 
*£~fiptat· £~"p9T} 5:30 Geissen, p. 159. 
EO'tllO'E-a-{v} 6:10(11), 9:12 
*O'uVtO'ta{vo}JlEVOV 7:21 Thack. §23.3. 
EorolC£-a- 7:27 
*1iYVOTtlC-O'- aJlEV 9: 15 Geissen, p. 205. 
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E1t <llCO'OOO v· .lCOUcra. 9:17 Geissen, p. 207. 
E1t-V-£1tEcrEv 10:7 Vb. only 3x in OG, s. 4:2, 30c. Only here in Th. 
lCa.'ticrXUcra.- E-{V} 10:8 
U1ta.V'tllcrE'ta.t· .'t11crEt 10:14 (1-7) S. Sir. 12:17, 15:2 for middle. 
lCa.'ttcrxucrn· lCa.'t{E}tcrXUcrEt 11:6 BDF §365 
E1ttcr'tP£'VEt· E1ttcr'tP£'Vro 11:18 S. Geissen, p. 255. 
Ota.vo118it-£-crE'ta.t 11:24 
*crcppa:ytcra.t· crcppaytcrov 12:4 Goes with previous imperative. 
Ill. Minuses, Pluses, SUbstitutions, 'Transpositions 
1:1 
Iroa.lC{E}tJ.l 'tf1~ 'Iouoa.ia.C; 2,3,1 
1:2 
*a1tllvEYlCEV· a1tEvtYKa.~ Hamm, I-II, p. 83. 
*B~UArovia.v >Ka.1. Depends on vb. vs. part. above. 
*a1t11PEicra.to >a.Ut<l Hamm, I-II, p. 85; Blud., p. 54. 
1:3 
*aya.yciv > a.Utq> Hamm, I-II, p. 85. 
1;4 
*ypa.JlJ.la.ttKOUC; > Ka.1. cruvEtOU~ doub. Hamm, I-II, p. 87. 
><ocrtE A decision here is quite difficult. Hamm. (I-IT, p. 87) suggests it is a 
hexaplaric addition to render the " (see alsol:12), but one would expect this more 
frequently. mcrtE is relatively infrequent in the LXX as a whole, but is found fairly 
frequently in the Maccabean books and sporadically in the remainder of the apocrypha. 
mcrtE is witnessed by all three major mss. in 2:35 and does not appear in Th at all. 
There are no compelling reasons why mcrtE should have been chosen as an addition, 
and it does occur at least one other place in the book. Therefore, it is most probably 
00. 
*crtTlva.t· Eiva.t =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg., p. 93. S. 1: 19. 
1 :5 
*£K . 1ta.pa. 
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*XOU otleOU Syh=£le 'tou OtKO\) 1tcxpa 'tou Although £le 'tou otleO\) in 88 sounds 
better (s. Hamm, I-II, p. 89), Syh preserves both readings and it is more likely that the 
awkward reading of 967 was fixed by harmonization with the preceding vs. in 88 .. 
*i1~Epav >leCXt Hamm, I-II, p. 89. 
*leat [a1to] 'tOU otvou Hamm, I-II, p. 89. 
*O''tTlvat· O''tTlO'CXt =88 vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg. pp., 93-94. 
1:6 
*£1C 'tou 'YEVOU~ 'trov uirov IO'pcxllA 'trov a1to 'tTl~ 'Io\)ocxicx~ 
967 £1C 'tou'trov a1to 'trov uirov 'tTl~ 'Iouocxia~ Hamm, I-IT, p. 91. 
1:7 
[6v6~a'tcx] 't<9 [~tv] 1. err. 2. Hamm, I-II, p. 93, but it is difficult. 
{leat} 't<9 [ot] 'Ava. Hamm, I-II, p. 93. 
1:8 
*aAtO''Y1l8U· aA{E}t0'8U 88-Syh=Th Munnich, "Origene," pp. 187-188, points out that 
OG stems from aAi~ro as a military metaphor and that Daniel did not want to be 
"recruited" into the king's service. See also CH 5.IT. Cf. Hamm, I-IT, p. 92. 
1:9 
*AcxvtllA +ci~ Hamm, I-II, p. 95. 
1:10 
*1tOOtV >u~rov Hamm, I-II, p. 97. 
*~" +£av Hamm, I-II, p. 97. Read lXv, s. 3:6. 
*vEavicx~' vEcxviO'1COU~ 1:10 See the analysis of 1:1-10 in CH 5. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 
99 who prefers 88. His judgement presupposes the "freer" rendering is original. Here 
it is unwarranted, but the decision is difficult. 
aAAo'YEvrov >leCXt This variant is not noted or discussed by Hamm (see pp. 98-99), but 
does not seem to be a printing error. 
1:11 
*A~tEO'OPt· LOAo~apql Hamm, I-II, p. 101. 
*avcxoEtx8evn' a1tOOElx8evn S. 1 :20; 2:48; 4:34c; Sus. 5. Hamm, I-IT, p. 101. 
1:12 
*oo1tpirov' O'1topi~rov Hamm, I-II, pp. 103, 105. 
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*>'tilc; Yfic; Hamm, I-II, p. 105. 
>rocr'tE See 1:4; cf. Hamm, I-IT, p. 105. 
*x:a1t'tE1.v· Ecr8EtEtV Hamm, I-II, p.l05; Mont. p. 37. 
1:13 
*Ot(l'tE'tpa~J.LEvrr otacpaVJ1e; Hamm, I-II, p. 107. 
*' '.' HIlI a1to EX: amm, - ,p. 109. 
*8EAUe;· 8EOOpue; S. 8: 15. Hamm, I-II, p. 109. 
1:15 
*au'tCi)V >x:aATt Hamm, I-II, p. 111 
1:16 
flv AJ3tEcrOpt· EooKc:i~acrc:v err. Based on 1:11 we should emend to !.oAo~ap(Oe;). 
Hamm, I-II, p. 113. 
*av'tEoioou >au'to'ie; a1to trov Hamm, I-II, pp. 113, 115. 
1:17 
cruvc:crt v + CPPoVJ1crc:roe; (Kat cpp6V11crt v 88-Syh) Hamm, I-II, p. 117. 
>'tEXvn 
*L\avtllA > eoooKE Hamm, I-II, p. 121. 
*[o]pitJ.La'tt =Tert. +Kat opa~a'tt 88-Syh. Zieg. cj. not verified by 967. One would 
expect the cj., but the evidence is too strong against. 88-Syh adds a later correction. 
* cj. >Kat EV 1tacrn crocpiQ: Hamm, I-II, pp. 121, 123. 
1:18 
*[Eicr]ayayuv S. 3:13. Hamm, I-II, p. 123. 
*[Eicr]ftx81lcrav S. previous. 
*a1to· U1tO Hamm, I-II, p. 123. 
1tpoe;· E1tt (c:icr)ayayuv + 1tp6e; in 2:24,25; 3:13; 5:13. Cf. Hamm, I-II, pp. 123, 125. 
1:19 
*ecr'tllcrav· itcrav =88-Syh, vs. Zieg. cj., p. 97. 
1:20 
(Kat) KatEAaJ3c:v Apodictic I is untranslated. Hamm, I-II, p. 127; Charles, p. 8. 
*cj. >crOcpootEpOue; Hamm, I-II, p. 129. 
*U1tEP 'toue; crocptcrtae;· U1tc:pcptpovtae; trov crocptcrtrov Hamm, I-II, p. 129. 
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* lea.t >tou<; Hamm, I-II, p. 131. 
cptAOOO<pOU<; t01><;· cptAOA,OYrov trov S. previous. 
*~a.(nA.£i~ >a.Ut01> Blud. p. 54; Hamm, I-II, p. 133. 
*>lea.t lea.tecrtllcr£v a.Ut01><; a.PXOVta.<; doub. Hamm, I-IT, p. 135. 
*aV-1t-EO£t;£v >a."6t01><; croCP01><; 1ta.pa 1t<lVta.<; tou<; a.UtOU Hamm, I-II, p. 137. 
*>tft 1ft a."6t01> lea.t tv doub. Hamm, I-II, p. 137. 
*tft ~a.crtA.£i~ a."6tou· tft ea.utou ~a.crtA,. Pre-positive attributive. 
1:21 
*~a.crtA,£ia.<; Kupou trans. Hamm, I-IT, p. 139. 
*>I3a.crtA,£w<; TI£pcrrov S. previous. 
2:1 
*£t£t tep O£UtEpq)" oroo£le<ltCi> £t£t 1. 967 syntax correct, Hamm, I-II, p. 141. 2. The 
dating to the 12th year is probably based on a confusion from Judith 1:1, though it also 
fixes the chronological difficulties between chs. 1 and 2.24 
*tov ~a.crtA,Ea.· a.Utov Hamm, I-II, p. 143. 
*tvu1tviq)" U1tVC9 Hamm, I-II, p. 145. 
*>a."6t01> lea.t 6 U1tvo<; autou tYEV£tO a1t' a.UtOU doub. from Th. S. Hamm, I-II, p. 
145. This is a good example of how great the Th influence on 00 actually was. If not 
for the previous variant (tvU1tVtC9· U1tV(9) it could easily have been concluded that 967 
was missing this portion due to homiote!. 
2:2 
£tcr£v£X911vat· lea.A,Ecrat =Th Hamm, I-II, p. 147. 
2:3 
t1tt'yvrovat >ouv 9EA,ro Hamm, I-II, p. 149 regards 88-Syh as original, but the main 
reason he gives is because it represents a more dynamic translation. On the other hand, 
the words could have been added to smooth out the syntax. Perhaps it is best to 
bracket them to indicate that they are of doubtful authority, but s. the discussion in CH 
S.IT!. 
2:4 
*1tp0<; tOY· t1tt tOU Blud. p. 133; Hamm, I-IT, p. 149. 
24McCrystall, p. 275. 
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KUPtE ~o:crl.~€G trans. 
*f:v6nvtOV>crou Hamm, I-II, p. 153. 
~IlEtC; >crOt 
*"n1V crUYlqncrtv aUTOU" aUTO Hamm, I-II, p. 153. 
2:5 
"'ihl." own =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Rahlfs, s. Zieg. p. 99. Cf Hamm, I-IT, p. 157 who adds 
*D >..ayoe; (nr' E~fi n:TTecrTfl as original S. CH 5.llI. 2.5 
*ooYKptm,v" Kpunv 88=Th S. Hamm, I-II, p. 157. 
*oTl~~Te>1l0t Hamm, I-IT, p. 157. 
UIlWv TO: urrexp. 2,3,1 Wifstrand, p. 49 does not note this example. 
2:6 
Ii<mJYKPtO"l.V· Kptm,v 88=Th 
"'OTl~wcrO:Te>1l0t Hamm, I-IT, p. 157. 
* + ouv S. 2:3; 3:23. Hamm, I-IT, p. 161. 
2:7 
*Ko:i ot" 01. b6 2:7 Hamm, I-IT, p. 93. 
2:8 
*>otbo:on =Th Hamm, I-ll, p. 16l. 
*>UIlEtC; =Th 
*>Ko:80:rrEp €OpOO<octE on {mecrTTl fr..r( Ellofi '(0 rrpfiyllD: The text is very difficult here. 
Hanun, I-II, pp. 163, 165 argues this is omitted by homoioarc., but compare our 
discussion of2:1-10 in CH s.m. 
Ko:80:rrEp ouv rrpocrTeTCxxo: >ou'(W() EcrTo:t 
2:9 
£Cxv \l~ +o:rro5w'(e \lOt OG employs bll~OW as a favomite equivalent for the ha. of Iii" (s. 
2:1-10 in CH 5). 967 has a later addition. Cf. Harnm, I-II, p. 165. 
1i<>6:rro:yyd~Tl'(€ \lOt Err' n:~Tl8€to:C; S. Hamm, I-II, p. 167. 
*OOYKPt(JtV' !<ptcrtV S. 2:5. 
"',(0 oPO:IlO: €'(TfTl'(€ 3,1,2 Zieg. 's cj. of oPO:IlO: correct. 
"'~1l0t Hamm, I-II, p. 169. 
25 Aejmeiaeus, "011," p. 123, also notes that "01.6,.1. is often corrected to on in the 
later transmission of the text." S. 3 :29(96) for another example of the correction. 
*{ElOOV} -r1lV vUK:-ra >t.OpalCa S. CH 5 on 2:1-10. 
*>-rO-rE Hamm, I-II, p. 171. 
2:10 
[-ri1~] Yfl~ haplog. 
*" .• , H I II o a amm, - ,p. 173. 
\ , ,.. 
cru >Epc.o-r~~ 
*[1ta~] OUV<lcr-rll~ Hamm, I-II, p. 175. 
-rotolho' -rou-ro -ro Hamm, I-II, p. 177, suggests 967 is an error, but s. the discussion 
of this variant in CH 5.III. 
*£1tEpc.o-rg: £pc.o-r~ See prior retention of vb. above. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 177. 
2:11 
Bv ~ ll-rEt~ J3acrtAEu· ov ~ l1'tU 6 J3acrtAEUC; Hamm, I-II, p. 177. 
*-rau-ra >-rq, J3acrtAEl Hamm, I-II, p. 181. 
2:12 
*cr-ruyvo~·cruvvouc; =Syh 
*YEVOJlEVOC; K:at 1tEptA U1tOC;: 2,3,1 =Syh 
*crocpouC;· crocptcr-rac; Hamm, I-II, p. 185. 
2:13 
£~l1-r"ell oE· K:at £~11. Hamm, I-II, p. 187. 
2:14 
*YVOOJlllv· yvrocrtV Hamm, I-II, p. 189. 
>ilv EixEV OG employs the verb more frequently by ratio than any book of the LXX 
(21x).26 It is more likely that 967 has omitted it by conformity to MT. Cf. Hamm, I-II, 
p. 191. 
1tpocrE-ra~EV· 1tpocrE-r<lYll p~:l appears also in 2:13; 3:26(93)6zs, 5:2, 3, 5; 7: 10. Each 
time it is rendered with a verb and in 3:26(93) OG uses the same verb for both 
occurrences (aor. of £~EpXOJlat, also 5:5) while in 5:2, 3 it uses 1lVEx8rt for both. 
1tpocrE-ra~Ev appears for .,~~ in 2:12 and assuming that OG uses the verb in 2:14 the 
26See I. Soisalon-Soininen, "Der Gebrauch des Verbes 'EXEIN in der Septuaginta," 
W28 (1978): 92-99. 
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clauses in which they are used would be almost exactly the same even though the 
o/orCage is different. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 191. 
2:15 
*1tpootaYJla' [1tpfiYJla] Missing in ms. but not enough room for 1tpootaYJla. 
Hamm, I-II, p. 193 suggests 1tpfiYJla (s. 6:12a), but given the variety of equivalents 
employed by 00 in ch. 2 it is impossible to know (s. CH 5.III.). 
2:16 
*Eicril",9E{v} taXEcoc; trans. Hamm, I-II, p. 197. 
*>1tapa tOU (3acrlEcoc; doub. Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 195 who deletes rrpoc; t. (3acr. 
2:17 
Cx.1tE"'9cbv 6.avlll"': trans. 
*(E}ai>tou +U1tEOE1~EV Exacrta Hamm, I-II, pp. 197, 199. 
cr'UVEtE' ai'polC; +autou 
>urrEOEt~E 1tavta trans. to above 
2:19 
Z=88-Syh- t6tE t. 6.av. ev 6paJl. ev autil til VUKtl. to Jlucrt. tOU ~acr. e~E<pav911 
967- t6tE to Jlucrt. tOU ~acr. t. 6.av. eOll",oo911 til VUKtt ev 6paJl. to rrp<XYJla 
e~E<paV11 
* cj.- t6tE t. 6.av. til VUKtt £V 6paJl. to rrp<XYJla £~E<paV11 
See Hamm, I-II, pages 201-203. This reconstruction is similar to his. There are 
differences in word order as well as doublets in 967 between £011Aoo911 and e~E<paV11 as 
well as between rrp<XYJla and Jl UcrtTtP10V tOU ~acrt"' .. The difference between my cj. 
and Hamm is in the evaluation of JlUcrtTtP10V. Although JlucrtllptOV is the expected 
equivalent for nT, because it renders it 7 n elsewhere,27 there would be no reasonable 
explanation for the origin of rrp<XYJla unless it is OG. 
[eK]<pc.ovilcrac; cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 203 who prefers 967 on the basis that it is more free. 
2:20 
EiC; tOY ai&va' Cx.rro ai&vo~ eco~ ai&vo~ =MT, Th Hamm, I-II, p. 205. 
*JlE'YaAcocruvrr JlE'YaAE16t11~ Hamm, I-II, p. 205, 207. 
2:21 
272:18; 27, 28, 29, 30,47(2). In 4:6 OG=O. Th employs JlOOtTtP10V 9/9. 
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" , aO<potC; ao<ptav trans. 
2:22 
{Kat} aVaKaA.. 
aKo't[e}tva. >Kat =Th 
*1ca'taA. uatc;· Ka'taA. U£t 
The Aramaic reads: n i rv i1 ~ ~ i n :J l 
Hamm, I-II, p. 209 suggests that we read Kat 'to <proc; 1tap' au't<!> Ka'taA.U£t. 
However, this reading is based on the assumption that the original translator did 
understand the syntax of his 'Vorlage, i.e. there is no parallelism with the preceding 
clause. This is not evidenced in 967, 88-Syh, or Th which offers a general translation 
of ni~ (Th='to <proc; Jle't' au'tou £o'tt, contextual guess?). Cf. 3:92(25); 5:6, 12, 16 
where the verb also occurs (only other use is Ezra 5:2) and Th translates correctly 
(omitting 5: 16, homoiotel?), but only seems to have been part of the 'VorCage of 00 in 
3:92(25). Therefore, the reading of 967 is probably original. 88-Syh represents a later 
attempt to strengthen the parallel between darkness and light by adding the article 
(which was not the meaning of the 'VorCage), and makes Kat 1tap' au't<!> Ka'taA.UOtC; 
into a nominal clause either in error or in harmony with the preceding phrases due to 
anacoluthon. 
2:23 
KUpt£ +9E£ doub. Hamm, I-II, p. 211. 
*>Jloi Hamm, I-II, p. 213. 
2:24 
>1tav'tac; Hamm, I-II, p. 213. 
2:25 
*etoiway£{v} 'tOY !:lav. 2,3,1 
K. {ou'twC;} ei1tEV 88-Syh=Th 
£K· a1tO 88=Th S. 5: 10. 
2:26 
a1tOKp. >8£ Hamm, I-II, p. 219. 
*£1ttKaA.. >8£ 
*81lA.roaai JlOt trans. Hamm, I-II, p. 219. 
*O"UYKPtO"t V' KpiO"t V S. 2:5. 
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2:27 
xo J.Loo-r1lptOV Hamm, I-II, p. 221 is uncertain, but more likely omitted by err. 
*<paPJla,lecov leat E1taOtO&v trans. S. 2:2; 5:7, 8. Hamm, I-II, p. 223. 
2:28 
*9roC;· leUptOC; Hamm, I-II, p. 117. 
*a.valeaAU1t'tcov· <PCO'tl.~COV Hamm, I-II, p. 225. 
*0C; EOTtAroOE· leat t01lA.. 88-Syh reads ." for'? Hamm, I-II, p. 227. 
2:28-29 
>'tou-ro Eon ... leAl. VllC; oou homoiotel. A larger portion of these verses is missing 
from 88, so Zieg. had reproduced his text mainly from Syh. 
2:29 
*1tClv'ta a: ooa Zieg.=Syh 
*ex oet YEvE09at· ex JlEA.A.Et yl. vEcr9at S. vss. 28, 45. 00 uses variety. 
2:30 
*1t<xpa: le<X't<X S. equivalent translations in 1:5; 2:25; 7:2; 8:16,22; 11:4,40; 12:1. 
1t<xv'tac; >'tobC; S. 4: 19(22). Hamm, I-II, p. 233. 
Jl'OO't1lptOV +JlOt Hamm, I-II, p. 233. 
E;E<pa,ve,,· a.1tEK<xA.u<p91l =Th Hamm, I-II, p. 233. 
2:31 
Kat >l1V s. vs. 32. 
2:32 
*KE<paATt ><xu'tllC; Hamm, I-II, p.235. 
>a.1tO S. vss. 33, 39,41. Hamm, I-II, p. 235. 
2:33 
m01lpou{v} 967=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 237. 
*oo'tpa,let vov· OO'tP<XKOU 88=Th S. previous. 
2:34 
*{Kat} t.o-ro-paK<XC; S. vss. 41,43 where 00 adds the conj. 
*Ka't1lAEoEv· K<X't1lA61loEV Hamm, I-II, pp. 237,239. 
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2:35 
[lCat] {) xaAlC. Hamm, I-II, p. 241. 
£~ aiYtwv' £v aUtot~ Hamm, I-II, p. 243. 
{Ei~} opo~ 88-Syh=Th 
2:37 
~acrtA.Eu >~o.crtAEU~ haplog. 
*crot +eooolCEv Hamm, I-II, p. 245. 
*>t"V apx"v Ko.t doub. 
>eoooKEv 88-Syh =MT 
2:38 
U1to' Ei~ Hamm, I-II, p. 249. 
*it KE<po.A" 11 xpucrfl 1,4,2 
2:39 
*[avo.]crtilcrEto.t S. 2:31, 44; 3:3,91(24); 7:16, 24(2). 
*~o.crtA. +iiAAT) Cf. variant below. Hamm, I-II, pp. 251, 253 reads without iiAAT) in 
either, but it is unlikely to have been introduced incorrectly in both 967 and 88-Syh. 
Therefore, 967 is probably correct. 
* cj.>tpi tTl doub. S. Hamm, I-II, p. 253 who suggests 967 reads without numerals (s. 
1: 17). 
*iiAAT)' EtEpo. S. above. 
2:40 
*lCo.t {EtEpo.} ~o.crtA. Hamm, I-II, p. 253. 
* >tEtaptT) 
* +ecrto.t S. vss. 41(2x), 42(2x). Cf. Hamm, I-II, p. 255. 
*oo.Jla~oov· 1tpi~oov Hamm, I-II, p. 257. 
2:41 
*OOtpalC{tv}oU lCEpo.JltKOU JlEPO~ OE tt crtoilpou{v}: 6,3,4,5,1,2 00 follows the same 
order of elements (s. 2:27) regardless of the 'lJorCage. Cf. Hamm, I-II, pp. 259, 261. S. 
2:33 for "earthenware" and "iron." 
*Ecrto.t +Ko.t This variant and the following are omitted by homoiotel. in 88. 
*tf1~ pi~ T)~ tfl~ crtoT)pa~: 1,4,2 
*ava~E~E1.rJlEVOV [CiJlaJ crUVJlEJlt'YJlEVro err. ~EVOV 88=Th Hamm, I-II, p. 263. 
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2:42 
*>K<lt 01. 8aK'tUA,Ol ... oa'tpaKlvov Hamm, I-II, p. 263. 
2:43 
*aV<lJlEJlEl 'YJlEVOV [<XJl<lJ 1tapaJlEJl 1 'YJlEVCO err. JlEVOV S. 2:41 
>0£ Hamm, I-II, p. 265. 
aiollpo~ +ou Later interpretive error? 
2:45 
*'to OO'tP<lKOV 'tov aiollpov: trans. and coordinate with Kat The decision is difficult 
to make, but OG has the order alo.-oa't. in vss. 33, 34, 41, 43. 
ap'Yupov Kat ['tOV] xpua6v trans. the nouns=MT 
'toi)'tou Kpial~ trans. S. 2:6, 9(2), 26. 
2:46 
Naf3. 6 ~<lalA,Eu~: 2,3,1 S. 3:14; 6:16(17) The usual order in BA is name-title, while 
the common Greek order is title-name.28 Here MT has title-name. It is possible that 
88-Syh reflects a %rCage with the different order (Hamm, I-II, p. 273), but hardly 
necessary. OG probably follows the usual order, whereas 967 has been harmonized to 
MT. 
xaJlai: £1tt 1tp6aco1tov 88 reads both. Read Syh with Zieg. 
1tpOOEKUVT)aE{v} 'tcp /lave 2,3,1 Hamm, I-II, p. 275. 
*1tOllla<ll' £1tl'tEA,Eaal 88-Syh has changed the unusual reading of OG. 
2:47 
>UJloov 8EO~ homoioarc. 
8EOOV K<lt +KUP10~ 'toov 1(upicov Kat Scribal flourish? 
2:48 
8copEa~ +<lu'tcp 
2:49 
'ti1~ -H3<lalA,Eia~ doub.? 
3:1 
28See Talshir, "Linguistic," pp. 311-313; Charles, p. 60. 
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>~CXcr1,Ae:U<; S. 3:2; 6:1(2); 11:1, but here the text is part of an OG plus. 
+>€TTt 'rilc;yflc;Hatnm, ill-IV, pp. 131, 133; cf. Jahn, p. 26; Char., p. 60. 
+Ai8wn + Kcxt H~ III-IV, pp. 133, 135. 
€~. OWOeKex Hatnm, ill-IV, p. 135 believes the reading leads to a better Vorlage because 
the proportions of the statue would be better, but for that reason it is probably a 
correction.29 Perhaps it stems from the same corrector who transposed cm. 7-8 before 
ch. 5. 
3:2 
"'YAWcrOCXC;>O'cx'(prorexC; O'tPCX'ITlYOUC; trans. after OWl.KfltO:<; and insert KCXt. Retain 88-Syh 
order, but include the conj. Hatnm, ill-IV, p. 143. 
~v· ~C; S. 3:5, 7, 14, 18; cf. 1:5, 8; 3:12, 15, 27; 4:28(31). 
1\<'€O'TrlO'€" €cr-nlP1.O'€V 88-Syh harmonize to 3:1, 5, 7, 12, 14, 18. 
3:3 
++to'(8 ouvftxBTlO'O:V S. also 3:94(27); 6:23(24). Blud., p. 58; Mont., p. 201; Hamm, ID-
IV, p. 147. 
+KCXt eO'TrI. ot npoyey. 3,4,1,2 =Syh 
3:4 
rrexpo:yy€A)...crm· furO:YY€AAW The secondary character of 967 is betrayed by the change in 
voice and nmnber. S. also the discussion of lm(v)CXYY€AAW in CH s.m. 1. iii. 
*>Kcxt XWptn daub. Blud., p. 49; Jahn, p. 29 
3:5 
+cr'6p1.YY0C;>Kcxt Later harmonization to Th. 
+O'ex~uKll-o-c; >Kcd 
"''VCXA TrI P {ou +Kcxt 
"'cru~CPGNtCXC;>KCXt 88-Syh would understand cru~cpu.JVtcx<; as individual instruments (with 
Mf?), whereas 967 reads it as the music produced when the instruments are played 
together. Hatnm, ill-IV, pp. 155, 157 wants to eliminate au~qJUN1.cx<; as a daub., which is 
possible but not necessary. S. CH 5.IV. 
3:6 
+> 11lV KCXW ~€vT')V S. 3: 17, 21. 
3:7 
29Collins, Daniel, p. 18l. 
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*>'tfic; qxovflc; S. 3: 10, 15. 
*>1CCXtEvCXvtt tOUtOU Aram. is insertion. Jahn, p. 28; Hamm, ill-IV, p. 173; Bentzen, 
p.28. 
3:10 
*>tilC; qxovflc; S. 3:7. 
~OUOt1C. +1EVOUC; doub. 
3:11 
*>1t£OcOV Omitted as redundant. Not based on a different %rfage, cf. Hamm, III-IV, p. 
183. 
3:13 
*01, av9pc.o1tot ilX9110CXV 3,1,2 Hamm, III-IV, pp. 191, 193. 
3:14 
NaI3. 0 (3CXOtA.. 2,3,1 S. 2:46 and 6:16(17). MT has no title here. The same situation 
occurs in 3:95(28) and 4:30(33), and in those cases the order is name-title. 
a:i>tOtC; >OUl tt 
A(3£O. + £1t' aA119£tcxC; 
3:15 
EtOt~c.oC; +01tc.oC; Hamm, III-IV, p. 201. 
>tft xpuoft Harmonized with vs. 14. 
~., S32 U' l1V . : . 
>1£ haplog.? 
1tOtOC;' tiC; 967=Th. Hamm, III-IV, p. 205. 
3:16 
*>it~EtC; S. 2:8; 6:(21)20. 
*£1tt t. £mt. t. a1tOl(. OOt 5,6,1,2,3,4 88-Syh = MT 
3:17 
ouPCXVotC; >£tC; S. 4:34c. 
3:19 
*T]A.AOtro9T} + £1t' cxUtOUC; S. 3:20, 23. 
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3:20 
'tOY 1:£0. Mt. A~eO: 'tob~ 1tept 'tOY 'A~apiav The decision here is difficult. 967 has a 
more dynamic rendering which is also found in 3:23. However, there is good reason to 
believe that 3:20-30(97) have been freely edited in order to accomodate the insertion of 
the additions to the chapter. 967's reading emphasizes 'A~apia which ties it to the 
insertion. Cf. Hamm, III-IV, p. 225. 
3:21 
*{Ev}E(3A "e1lO'av OG prefers compounds. 
*Kcl~{ehvov +'tou 1tup6~ =Syh Asterisk follows in Syh, cf. Zieg., p. 229. 
3:23 
>ouv Hamm, III-IV, p. 235. 
E~eASouO'a' EKKaetO'a Hamm, III-IV, p. 235 prefers 967 primarily because the vb. 
occurs in the preceding vs., but for that reason it could be the result of harmonization. 
See also the discussion of the compositional history of OG in CH 5.IV .2. 
3:24 
*1tpoO'E'ta~eV' E1tE'ta~eV A decision is difficult since OG uses both compounds. See 
Hamm, III-IV, p. 243. 
3:25 
O''ta~ OE' Kat O''tcl~ 
3:27 
at oooi O'ou eUS. 4,1,2,3=Th Hamm, III-IV, p. 25l. 
<lA1lStvai' <lA"Setat Hamm, III-IV, p. 253. 
3:28 
1ta'tEprov>itJlWV S. 3:32, 52; 9:6, 8, 16. 
*1tclv'ta 'tau'ta: trans. S. 4:30(33); but 4:14a; 7:16; 12:7. 
3:29 
*on' ot6n Thack. §9.12; BDF §456.1. S. vss. 27,28,37,40. 
3:31 
>Kat 1tclv'ta oO'a E1toil1O'a~ llJltV homoioarc. Cf. Hamm, III-IV, pp. 263, 265, 267. 
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<lA.llBtv<xl: <lA."B£t<Xt S. 3:27 
+K<Xt 
3:32 
EXBia'toov +lCo.t Hamm, III-IV, p. 271. 
3:34 
0'0'0 'tT]V oto.B. 2,3,1 =Th 
3:35 
*[01<x] Iaa{o.]lC OG tends not to repeat prep. 
&ytov· A.o.ov 
3:36 
*A.EyOOV +1tOA.U =88-Syh S. Hamm, III-IV, pp., 281-284. 
*tOU oup. +tq, 1tA. "B£t =88-Syh 
3:38 
*ouo£ ityoull£vO~· Ko.t "you. =Th The titles should be connected. 
3:39 
[cruv]t£'tptllllEVU Simple form never in LXX, compound l1x. S. Ps. 50(51):19. 
3:40 
OA.OKo.Utwllo.OT OA.OlCo.U1wcr£t 3:40 967=Th S. vs. 38. 
*1Co.t ><i>~ EV Hamm, III-IV, p. 299. 
,,~&V it Bucrto.· Bucr. ,,~&V =Th 
>01ttO'BEV 0'0'0 
01ttO'BEV>0'0U 
3:41 
*1Co.pOtc;.x +it~&v =88-Syh 
3:42 
,,~&V +£A.£O~ Hamm, III-IV, p. 307. 
3:43 
>1CUpt£ Hamm, III-IV, p. 309. 
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3:44 
"'cwo' UTTO S. 1 :18 
3:45 
>€t Hamm, ill-IV, p. 311. 
*>0 B&.I) Hamm, ill-IV, p. 313. 
3:46 
>~6v 
*>o:UtoUI) Hamm, ill-IV, p. 321. 
'r 
>t)crcxv 
"'UTTOKO:tw[Bw] S. 4:9(12), 8(11). Hamm, ill-IV, p. 323. 
"'cr[t]UTmJOV Ken TT{crO'lXV: 3,2,1 Hamm, ill-IV, p. 325, 327. 
3:51 
6:v(X)..~. 5e- tOt6 =Th 
3:52 
v ovo~cx +crou 
3:53-54 
967-tUAOY. 6t €m ,"ou Bp6vou ti)1) 50~1l<; ti)<; ~(XcrtA. aou K(Xt uncpu~. K(x\ imsp€v. st<;"'C. (XteN 
err. Hamm, ill-IV, p. 341, 343. 
3:55 
tUAO~to<;'eUAOYll~€vOI)=1lh 
>KCX\ cxiV6tO<; 
6€50~(xcr~£vo<;" UTT€pUWWI-l€vOI) S. 3:26, 52, 54. 
3:58 
*>KUPWU S. 3:61, 84. 
3:61 
*>KUPLOU 3:59, 84. 
3:62-63 trans. after \IS. 78 in 967. Hamm, ill-IV, pp. 355, 357. 
3:69 
0-, 
n6:yot Kat '¥fiXOS· rr~ K. ¥>X'l Hamm, ill-IV, p. 361. 
3:70 
"'rrOxvcn K. Xt6v€C) trans. S. 3:72. 
3 :78 + V SSe 62-63 
3:81 
T8TPO: +Kat TO: KTfJ'VTl ConflatiOn, Hamm, Ill-IV, p. 371. 
3:88 
"'€K '(ou nupos EAuTpWcraTo ~~fr() 4,5,1,2,3 88-Syh=Th 
3:90 
*cr~6~€\Iot+'(ov K6ptOV =88-Syh Hamm, ill-IV, p. 383, om. art. 
>u~V€~'(€ err. 
3:92(25) 
"'opGr 8€Wpw 88-Syh=Th 
3:95(28) 
M€tcr. +Km S. 2:49, 3:12, 13, 14, 16, 93(26), 97(30). 
u>">'" >ll S. 6:12(13); 10:21. 
3:96(29) 
*qm>..at K. >rrfrcrcn OG tends to omit repeated elements. 
i<UPl.Oy>,Oy Hamm, ill-IV, p. 415 
"'oilda· oucrta 88-Syh=MT Hanun, ill-IV, p. 417. 
4:9(12) 
"'€;v aU'(4l '(0: rr€\€tvO: '(ou oupavou·3,4,5,6, 1,2 Hamm, ill-IV, p. 437 
*f:v6crcr. +TO:S vomHO:S 8o:uTWv Hamm, ill-IV, p. 437. 
4:8(11) 
\l€y6:>"11 +Km Hamm, ill-IV, p. 441. 
4:10(13) 
\lou >Kai S. Kai lboD 4:7(10); 7 :2, 13, 15. 
*urr€crT6:>"f\ €;v loxUL 2,3,1 Cf. I-larnn\ ill-IV, p. 443. 
o. 
4:11(14) 
*ei1t£v >au'tQ> 
4:14a 
xape86ert >Kat Hamm, III-IV, p. 455. 
*1t£8al.~ Kat >EV 
4:15(18) 
lCpl. vov'twv +au'tQ> 
4:16(19) 
*E9auJlacrev· 9auJlacrcxe; 88 simplifies to finite verb. S. 1 :2. 
*lCa't£cr1t£u8ev au'tov· lCcx'tcxcr1tc:u9de; Same as above. 
4:19(22) 
*lCap8icx +EV? S. Th 4:34(37); Sir. 48:18, 2 Macc. 1:28; 3 Macc.2:17. 
*ro<p9rr inllw9" Hamm, III-IV, p. 464. 
4:20(23) 
*'to 8£v8pov Kat ElClCO",CXl· 3,4,1,2 88-Syh = MT 
4:26(29) 
*Jlilva~ 8w8c:lCCX· trans. 
4:27(30) 
*lCat OlK. ~CXcrlA. Jlou EV tcrX. lCPCX't. Jlou· 5,6,7,8,1,2,3,4 88-Syh = MT 
>£i~ 'ttJlllv 'tile; 8o~"e; Jlou Hamm, III-IV, pp. 477, 479. Bracket. 
4:28(31) 
cruv'tC:A£i(t-~- =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg. but cj. probably correct. 
4:29(32) 
*'tllv ~CXcrtA. ('t. ~cxcrlAc:icxe;) >crou 
4:30(33) 
*{Em}'teAc:cr9itcrc:'tcxt S. 11: 16. Simple fonn of vb. never in Daniel. 
*X<lv'twv 'tou't<.Ov· trans. =Syh 
4:30a 
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£1t £5il911 v· eo6ellv Hamm, III-IV, p. 493. 
{£1t}weJ)1Cct Hannonized with previous vb. Cf H III IV 493 
. amm, - ,p. . 
4:33(36) 
" ,.... ,...." ""f'1 ElCEtVql 'tqllCcttpql· ElCEtVn 'tn l1~Epn S. 3:7,8. (lCcttpOe; for NJ~T) Cf. Hamm, III-IV, 
p. 501, who looks to 12:1; but 3:7, 8 are the obvious parallels. 
4:34(37) 
~ctcrtAEUe;· lCUptOe; S.2:47. Hamm, III-IV, p. 505. 
4:34a 
Actoe; ~ou +lCctt 
,... I 
xropctt>l!OU 
Ete; >'tov 8EOV 'tou err. 
*lCct'tctAll~. ActA. n· ActAilcrrocrtv Hamm, III-IV, p. 513. 
4:34b 
*YMOcrcrctte; >mxcrctte; Hamm, III-IV, pp. 517, 519. 
*xropctte; >ev =88 
4:34c 
~ctcriAEtOV ctu'tou ~ctcriAEtOV err. 
Daniel 5 Preface 
*9£oue; >'trov e9vrov 
*'t01tql . 1to'tql = cj. by Segaar, s. Zieg., p. 148. 
ctu'tn 'tn trans. Geissen, p. 69. 
5:6 
*';AAOtro8Tt >lCctt <po~Ot The evaluation of this variant depends on several factors. If 
967 is correct, then the OG may render nJ'~n:J" "'nJ"'~i similar to 4:16(19), where it 
also appears. lCctt <po~Ot or its 'VorCage might then be a later hannonization to 4:16(19) 
where it could be argued that lCctt <PO~119Ete; 'tpo~ou A~OV'tOe; ctu'tov is a later 
correction. The same two terms are collocated in 5:10 (omitted/different 'Vorlage?) and 
7:28 (dynamic rendering or contextual guess?) This view is supported in 2:29, 30 
where the translator has clearly guessed at the meaning of "nJ",lIi. 
cruv£'tatPOt +ctu'tou S. Geissen, p. 56. 
5:7 
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Kcd >qlO:Pllo:KOUS Ko:t XO:AOo:tOUS Km homoiotel. 
·ypO:ql~C;>Km el.oeTI. e. 8ew. ibetv or. ypaql. K. or. crUyK. or. ypmp homoiotel. according to 
Geissen, p. 147, but it is probably a later expansion. Without this addition the reading is 
still longer than MT, and we should not be overly biased in accepting great differences 
between OG and Mf because that is what we have in cbs. 4-6. Remember that 967 
proves itself considerably shorter than 88-Syh elsewhere. The Kat is probably original 
while the remainder is composed of doublets from 5:7-8. 
5:13 
+eimlxBrr eicrTlv6xBll 88-Syh=Th 
5:29 
~ O:Ol.AEU S + B o:A '(acrap 
5:30 
~acrtAel.Ov+o:U'(ofi Geissen, p. 56. 
5:31(6:1) 
+['Ap'(o:l~£P~TlS S. 9: 1. 
+M~5UN +~O:Ol.AEUS S. Syhmg 
6:5(6) 
OUK &~1.Wcr€l: OU KO:,(O:~1.Wcre1. S. 6:7, 12. 
6:10(11) 
"'€TIote1.+ rn=Syh Improbable addition. 
6:12(13) 
oU'(01. ot &.va. 2,3,1 =Mf 
+ou)(' OuX'- Geissen, p. 171. 
6:14(15) 
, - ,-au'(ou· au'(UN 
+0 ~O:Ol.AcUS 
"'€qlo~~8rr €~o~8et =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 161. 
v 
+ews 
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6:16(17) 
~ap£to~ 6 ~acr. 2,3,1 S. 2:46 and 3:14. Here MT has no name, but the usual order is 
to be preferred. 
6:21(22) 
tOtE' tov 
6:22(23) 
*eEO~' KUPtO~ 
>autou Kat Evavtiov homoiotel. 
~acrtA.El~ >Kat 
6:25(26) 
+lCat ~aVt 11 A. lCatEcrta811 btL rracrfle; tfle; ~acrlA.. ~apEiou Misplaced from 6:28. It is 
probably best explained as an addition that accompanies the change in the order of the 
chapters in 967, and so its position was not fixed. 3o 
6:26(27) 
~£VIDV Kat ~&v: trans. 
6:27(28) 
>tOU ~aVt 11 A. homoiot. 
6:28(29) 
*to y£vo~' tOUe; rratEpae; =Syhmg S. Geissen, p. 191. 
autou >lCat ~av ... ~acrtA.. ~apEiou S. 6:25. 
7:7 
lCatarratouv +lCat =MT, Th 
7:8 
>lCat ioou tv lC ... lCE.pacrl v autou homoiotel. 
*t. KEp. t. rrprotIDv: 1,4,2 
*E~"p9T}crav Confirms Nestle's cj. S. Zieg. p. 167. Cf. Blud., p. 63. 
30Munnich, "Origene," pp. 209-210 suggests that this text has the obelisk in 6:28 
because Origen "recourt, pour placer les signes critiques, a un modele grec identique a 
967." 
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...... 
7:12 
IPOVOU leat leatpou: trans. =Iust. Both 1~T and 1 i~ are translated by Katp6~, but 
the latter is never rendered by Xp6vo~ elsewhere (2:8, 9, 7:25[3x]; and particularly 
2:12) while the former is in 2:16, 21. 
7:13 
*ch~ uio~ avep. llPXE'to' 4,1,2,3 
au'tov' au'tCf> S. above. 
7:14 
*E~oucria +~acrt/VtKl1 S. Jeans., p. 80; cf. Giessen, p. 109. 
7:19 
ota<p{9}E{t}pOV'to~ =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Zieg., p. 172. S. Jeans. p. 94. 
7:20 
£vo~ 'tou (+a./vAOU 'tou 88-Syh) +/va/vouv'to~ Kat 967 The addition of 88-Syh is 
regarded by Zieg., p. 172 as a gloss, and 967 is then explained by Jeans., p. 86 as an 
err. on the gloss. 
'tpia' 'tp£t~ Geissen, p. 115. 
7:25 
£ro~ >KatpOU leat homoiotel. 
>£O)~ = lust., Dia1.32:3, Th S. Roca-Puig, p. 22. 
i1Jlicrou~' llJltcru =Th 
7:26 
>Ka9icrE'tat homoioarc. 
7:27 
'to ~acrt/v. Kat 'to E~OU. trans. 
au'trov' 1tav'trov 
*au'tCf> u1to'taYTtcrov'tat trans. =Iust., s. Zieg., p. 174. 
8:5 
>Kat OUX ll1t'tE'to 'til~ Yf1~ homoiotel. 
*>au'tou 88-Syh = MT. 
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8:6 
*1tpOe;' EV 
1tpOe;' E1t' 967 may have read ,,,~~, S. Jeans., p. 52. 
8:7 
*>icrxue; EV 'tq> lCptt:p' 2,3,4,1 
Ecr1tapCX~EV' EPpCX~EV Ecr1tCXp. is (1-4), while Epp. (2-8) is also in 8: 10, 11 (8: 11=Th). 
8:13 
*£'tEpOe; >'tt$ CPEA~OUVt 'tt$ ACXAOUV'tt 88-Syh=MT, Th 
Epll~rocrECOe;' EPll~ro9"'crE'tCXt S. Geissen, p. 51. 
8:14 
leCX9CX-E-pt-E-[cr]S"'crE'tCXt Contrary to Geissen, p. 129, 967 probably does reflect a 
variant reading from lCCXSCXPEUro whereas 88=Th. 
9:1 
<\ < Ot· ocrOt 
9:2 
*'tcxte; ~i~AOte;' 'tote; ~t~Aiote; OG employs both forms (s. 7: 10; 12: 1), so read with 967 
as the better witness. 
*E'troV' "~EProv S. Geissen, p. 191. 
*'tft 1ft· leupiou S. Mont., p. 361. 
9:3 
le. cralClCq> le. cr1tOOq>' lC. EV cr1to. le. cralC. 967's order is against MT, but it is also an 
unusual order. The prep. was a later add. 
9:4 
tOo\) leUPtE trans. 
+6 leUptOe; 
9:5 
*1iOtlCllcrCX~Ev "cref3llcrCX~EV: trans. A decision is impossible. Both Greek words are 
HL in 00. [nUn is a HL in Daniel. [~i] as a vb. is 4x (9: 15; 11 :32; 12: 10) and as a 
adj. 2x (12:10). 967 by default. 
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·6::TT~~€v K. TTap~T\~€V trans. 6::r.ptcr"tTj~1.is one of OG's favourite words (12x)31 and is 
used to translate both [iilj] (9:9) and i'O (9:11; 11:31; 12:11) in the only other 
places where they occur. mxp~mvw is a HL in the book, so as in the above there is no 
way to decide. 967 by default. 
+Kat TTapfJ)'Bo~€V 
9:6 
+~o:cr1.)'El~ >~~CN 88-Syh =Mf, Th 
9:7 
+Iouba >KC(\ 
9:11 
«€v»y€yp~€voe; Compound not found in LXX. 
9:12 
+emxy. >ecp ~~a<; OG omits as unnecessary. 
9:13 
, , K((Ka +Kcn 
[~]~ll'tflcrCXJl€V 967 hannon. to more common simple form. HL in Dan 00. 
9:14 
+>~~GN 
rr6:¥{ tal o[ cra] ocra is quite common in OG (1Ix). 
9:16 
BUJloe; crou +O:ql' ~~CN Add. vs. MT, Th. Not from Vorlage, s. Geissen, p. 205, but a 
later addition for clarification. 
+rrytou >crou 
>Kat bt t. Crvv. t. rrat. ~~GN homoiotel. 
9:17 
b€crrrota +K6p1.€ doub. 
*cr'~'ou >Kat S. Geissen, p. 207. 
JlSee CH 4.II.2. 
9:18 
[ ETT]6.:Koua6v 
>~ou Add. vs. MT, Th. 
*K6p1.e+EAErtcrOY ETTO:KOucrOY ToD AaoD aOD O€01TOTa Geissen, p. 209. Preswnably, this was 
omitted from 88-Syh through homoiotel. 
+K6p1.€ doub. to o6anoTa 
9:19 
KUp1.€ +00 Hannon. with previous. Cf. Geissen, p. 209. 
9:20 Very poor shape in 967. 
>~ou Ked Ta:C; Cq1cqlT(aC; homoioteL 
9:21 
AO:AODvT6C; ((€nllOU trans. 967=Mf, Th. S. 10:12. 
9:24 
*€~Ooll6.:o€C»€Kpumao:v 
*Aaov crou +eKpun,cro:v 
rrOAl,V +aou =Mf 
9:25 
+~ Beginning ofvs. 
"'6:TTolqn8~vo:1.· 5w::voT\~vo:1.=syrmg. Has 967 harmonized to earlier appearance of 
o1.o:voT\8~on or does 88-Syh betray Th influence? Th influence is fairly extensive in 967 
and in OG as well. Finally, OG probably read :J"m-r? (s. also 11:24, 25). 
9:26 Very poor shape in 967 
*~€TO: +T6.:C; 
6:TToal0:8~a€11X\: eSoA€8p€\)8~a€10:\ =Th. Cf. Geissen, p. 48. 
"'~o:Ol.Ae\.o:· ~o:cr1.AEUC; There is no Vorlage, but a king of the nations makes better sense. 
((01.(X)<p88p€'i? Only the last two letters are visible, but there is room on the line for add. 
letters. S. Geissen, p. 215. 
9:27 
+~ ol0:8. dC; TTO).J.. 3,4,1,2 88-Syh=MT, Th 
+~€10: +€lWv 
(y) 
~OOJl 11lCov't<X >lC<XtPOU~ 
>lC<Xt E~11lCov't<X homoiotel. 
" , E'tT)' lC<xtpOUe; 
£PilJlCJ)cn~ +lC<xt 
'tEA,Et· TtJlE1.0Et =MT, Th. 
ouv'tEA,EUle; +K<xtpOU 
10:1 
*£Vt<Xu'tq,' E'tEt S. Oiessen, p. 50. 
*£OE1.X9T)· £069T) £OE1.X91l would be a HL in OG (never in Th) and would render the 
meaning. However, the choice would not confonn to OG's IT. In six other 
occurrences of nc'~ OG employs £1C<p<x1.VCO or aV<XK<xJ.:i>1t'tco (2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30,47). 
Also OG uses compounds of OE1.1CVi>CO in 17 other places.32 Therefore, if OG were 
going to employ OEt1CWCO, it would more likely appear in the compound U1tOOE1.1CWCO . 
967 has the 00 which employed a favourite vb. (over 4Ox). to render the meaning of 
the 'llorfage (s. analysis of 1: I-lOin CH 5 . II. ). This was later revised closer to MT by 
the changing of a few letters, on the assumption of scribal error. Presumably,OG 
employed the more general term as an adequate equivalent. 
10:2 
*'tme; TtJ.1Ep<Xte; £K£1. V<Xl~: 3,1,2 88-Syh=MT 
*>'tpCte; E~ooJ.l(lo<xe; S. 10:3, below. 
10:3 
*ap'tov' ap'tcov 00 makes MT explicit. 
*KPE<X~ >1C<Xt 
*'tou ouv't£A,. Jl£' £yw? crUV't£AEcrCO 88-Syh=MT 
*cj. >'tp£te; Only the vb. crUV'tEAEcrco is complete on this Ii. of the ms. and the next line 
begins o<xe;, which is the ending of E~OOJlao<xe;. The problem is that the ms. averages 
around 18-20 letters per line. Geissen's reconstruction following Syh-88, which reads 
'tpCte; would require space for 23 letters (ouv't£A,£crco 't<xe; 'tp£te; £~OOJl<X). Of the 
approximately 25 (out of 44) lines completely or almost completely preserved on this 
leaf, there are only 2 with as many as 22 letters (s. Oeissen, pp. 222, 224, 226). Only 2 
others have 21, and there is only one Ii. following this one with as many as 20 letters. 
Most have 18 or fewer. Therefore, we suggest that 'tp€te; is omitted in 967 and is 00. 
32a1tOO€lKWCO in 1: 11, 20: 2:48; 4:34c; £VO£t1CWCO in 3:44; U1tOO£lKWCO In 
2:17; 4:15(18), 34c; 5:7,9,12,16; 9:22, 23; 10:14,21; 11:2. 
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10:4 Almost completely missing. 
10:5 
[E]ioov This is Geissen's reconstruction. However, the previous Ii. of the ms. would 
read llpa ['t]0'O~ o<pS[aA~ou~ ~0'O Kat and tBov begins the next line. Geissen's 
reconstruction following Syh-88 means the previous line would have 22 letters (S. 
10:3). Furthermore, it is not characteristic of 967 to omit the E for EiBov. Therefore, 
we suggest that either ~ou or Kat was omitted in the previous line, and that the E was 
present at the end. That would bring the total number of letters on the line to 20. 
*cj. >~0'O OG often omits suf. 
*~ucrcrt V<9 (2nd): XP'OO"iov 88-Syh harmon. to earlier. 
*<pa~' <po>~ =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 193. 
10:6 
*crooJla confIrms Riessler's cj. S. Zieg., p. 193. 
10:7 
>oi)1c Om. to give reason for the fear. 
*E1t' aU'toi>~' ai),tOt~ 88-Syh=Th, MT 
10:8 
*Kat EYOY lCayro Crasis. Thack. §9.11. 
*OUlC E<Y>lCa'tEAEtcpS,,: ou Ka'tEAeicpS" 
E1tEcr'tpa,cpTr a1toO"'tpa<p£ v S. 10: 16. 
10:9 
*><i>~ cj. from Schleusner, s. Zieg., p. 195. 88-Syh have OUK. 
Jlo'O +lCat S. Geissen, p. 231. 
10:10 
X£lp{a}? 967=88-Syh vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 195. Uncertain, but there is room for 
the ms. to read with 88-Syh. S. Geissen, pp. 230-231. 
10:12 
{E}JlE S. 9:21. 
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*'to 1tpocrC01tOV· 't1lV oUlvot(xv Like Th (15/15),00 (8110, 5x 00=0) usually 
employs lC<xpoi<x (s. also 11:27) as a SE for ::J::J~, ::J~. 967 offers the better rendering 
here. 
>lC<Xt 't<X1tEt vco9fiv<xt homoiotel. 
lCupiou 'to 9EOU: 2,1,3 
*cj. >'tou 9EOU 00 prefers lCUPtO~. 'tou 9EOU is a later add. 
*crou +lC<Xt Add. vs. MT, Th Cf. Geissen, p. 233. 
>lC. f:YOO EicrfiA. EV 'to PTtJl. crou homoiotel. 
10:13 
cr'tP<X't"Yo~· cr't ... o~ ? Not enough room, perhaps cr'tP<X'to~? Geissen, p. 233. 
llJlEP<Xv >lC<Xt 
>MtX<X"A 
1tpoo'tcov +11 Introduces the gloss, below 
+Ei~ 'trov a.yicov ayyEArov. 
10:14 
(o}'t! 
op<xcrt~· rop<x =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Mont. and Raifs, s. Zieg., p. 196. Shows the 
antiquity of the reading. However, like 10:5, it is difficult to accept as original and can 
be explained as a later corruption. 
10:15 
*>lC<X'tO, =88-Syh, vs. Zieg.'s cj., p. 196. 
10:16 
lCUptE + lC<Xt =88-Syh Om. is cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 197. 967 is uncertain, but there 
is room for about 9-10 letters following Jlou. The last letter is 0 because the following 
Ii. reads p<xcrt~. KE would allow for 6-7 letters, so K<xt is probably present in 967. 
10: 17 Almost missing. 
*ecr't,,· ecr'tt v? =88-Syh, uncertain in 967 but, based on 1 :4, 5, vs. Zieg. cj. 
10: 18 Most is missing. 
10:19 
uyi<Xt VE +K<Xt S. Geissen, p. 62. 
*A<xAfi. <xu't. JlE't' EJlOU: 2,3,4,1 S.10:15. 
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10:21 
llaA.a +Kat 
U1toOEt~ro' oEt~at leg. E Later error based on misunderstanding of the person. OG 
prefers the compound (12x). S. 10:1. 
aAA.' >11 S. Hamm, IT-IV, p. 413. 
*cj. >6 a:YYEAOe; Either this reading or the following + is 00. In favour of aYYEAOe; 
is the similar use in 12:1. However, cn:pa'tT}yoe; renders ito 3/4 in this chapter (10:13, 
20[2]; cf. once in 10:13, but it may be Th. Also employed in 3:2), so 6 cr'tpa'tT}yoe; 6 
ouva'toe; has a strong claim to being original, whereas 6 aYYEAOe; 6 Ecr'tOle; E1tt 't&v 
ui&v 'tou Aaou is a harmonizing addition from 12: 1. 33 6 aYYEA.Oe; was placed fIrst 
because of 12: 1 and the explanatory nature of the two other titles. The hexaplaric text 
resulted from later harmonization to MT. 
*+6 cr'tpa'tT}yoe; 6 ouva'toe; This reading has a strong claim as 00, but should perhaps 
be bracketed in order to indicate that there is some doubt. 
+6 Ecr'tcOe; E1tt 't&v ui&v 'tou Aaou 
11: 1 
*>Kat S. 3:1; 4:1; 7:1; 8:1; 9:1; cf. 2:1. 
11:2 Most is missing. 
>1tav'tt J3acrtAEt EAA. ilvc.ov K. cr'tilcrE'tat homoiot. 
11:3 Most is missing. 
11:4 
'tou oupavou' 'tile; Yile; S. 7:2; 8:8. 
{Ev}Eouvacr'tEucrEv S. 9:27; 11:5 (3-15, never in TIl). 
11:5 
*J3acrtA.EUe;· J3amAEtaV =88-Syh vs. cj. by Katz. S. Zieg., p. 199. 
11:6 
Eicr{E~}EAE\>crE'tat Conflation. OG uses both prep. in compounds, but not together. 
33Cf. P. David, pp. 254-255, who argues that 967 represents an alternative 'VorCage 
and fonns an inclusio with 12: 1. It is more likely that the similarity prompted the 
addition, and the parallel remains regardless. 
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lox6V +Kcd 0 ~PCXX\.u.N oi)'(m1 ou au(J"nl(J€1. toxUv COIT. of previous added fro mg 
11:7 
€oo)'r6[vP. Only (1),(0 is extant. 
oUv(X~J.\.V" w€py1.o::'J? Only last 4 letters of €.v€pYl.o:Y are extant S. 3:20 for same 
equivalent; 3:61; 6:23(24). 
11:10 
€TT«€»\.(cOU»(J'(p€qJ81. Geissen, p. 251. 
11:11 
*«TTa:p»bpywe~(J€'\m Simple in 11 :30, compound in 11 :36. Neither in Th. Cf. Geissen, 
p.251. 
AiyUTTtOU >Km TTOA€¢lcr€1. 
11:13 
o:UU)v +~ Introduces €TT' a:U-nlV (which Zieg., p. 201, has in brackets) as a variant to the 
previous etc; a:U-nlv. S. 10:13. 
*cj. >€TT' a:U~v doub. 
11:15 
>ou =88-Syh, VS. Mont., p. 440, S. Zieg., p. 202, but the cj. is no doubt correct. 
11:17 
a:U'Ol-6-v Difficult to know. 
*TT€l.(J€'(m" cr-n1(J€"C(X1. Akeady a cj. by Schleusner, s. Zieg., p. 202. 
11 :18 
OPK41" O'(K41 err.? S. Geissen, p. 255, Bevan, pp. 184-185. 
11:23 
oAtyo(J'«il" OAl.Y41 tQ S. Th. 
11:24 
~6:TllY- o:~(Xp'(to:v S. Geissen, p. 257. 
11:25 
Aiyuwmu >f:v DXA4l nOAAQ Ked a ~aatArul) Aiyunl0u homoiotel. 
Q7 
EpES{E}tO'STtO'E'tCXl. +1tCXPCXAO'Yl.O'STtO'E'tCXl. Geissen, p. 259, suggests the add. is a 
corruption from 1tCXpoP'Yl.O'STtO'E'tCXl. (s. 11: 11) which was a variant to EpES. 
OXA.ql +1tOA.Aq> KCXl. From the portion om. by homoiotel. 
11:29 
EO'XeX'tCXl. +leCXt EA.EUO'E'tCXl. Add. from earlier? 
11:35 
, , 
EK' EV 
O'UVl.EV'troV· O'UVEt'trov Change here by err. led to change of prep. above. 
11:36 
*>KCXt at beginning. Om. vs. MT, Th 
O'UV{E}'tEAEO'Sft >11 haplog. 
11:37 
>KCXl. EV ... 1tpovol18'fi homoiotel.? There are obvious textual problems for vss. 37-
42, so it is difficult to judge these omissions and the plus. 
>o'tl. Due to previous om. 
injlroSTtO'E'tCXl. +KCXt SU)lroSl1O'E'tCXl.? E1t' cxi)'touC;? 
11:40 
leCXt £V t1t1tOl.C; 1tOA.A.OtC;: >KCXt £V 1tA.OtOl.C; 1tOAA.OtC; homoiotel? 967 begins here so it 
is difficult to judge the variants. 
11:41 om. in 967, homoioarc.? 
11:45 
*'titv +'tl.)lTtv Difficult to explain why it would be there, but equally as difficult to 
explain why it would be added. If original, it would easily have been omitted later. 
12:3 
lecx'ttO'X{U}OV'tEC; =88-Syh, vs. cj. by Katz, s. Zieg., p. 210, but cj. probably correct. 
12:6 
'tq> £1teXvro' ro ro K'6P1E Later interpolation. 
)l0l. +1t0l. TtO'lC; (1t0l. TtO'El.C;) Dependent upon previous. 
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12:8 
"',.tvee;-,.t Syh (88=,.tvoC;by error) exhibits correction for grammatical agreement. 
12:9 
KITIO:K8KO:AlJ IlIlWO: >Ken ro<p P cry UJIl8vO: homoiotel. 
>av S. 2:9; 12:4_ 
12:10 
>Kcd ou Il11 otO:V0llBG.m. rro:vrec; ot O:llo:p,.WAOL homoioteL 
12:12 
"'Ken- on 88-Syh Mf 
ffi)vfuv-~-€t =88-Syh vs. cj., s. Zieg., p. 213. The reading is not impossible but it is more 
likely the result of a later orthographical err. 
*>BtC; 88-Syh=Mf. 
12:13 
"'&va:rro:Dou· o:rrWBolJ 88-Syh hannon. to following vb. and/or Th influence. 
IV. Summary 
In Section II there are 668 variants. The statistics are as follows: 
OrthogrMucal 548 (168 accepted as original) 
Substitutions 62 (30) 
Minuses 38 (22) 
Pluses 20 (7) 
Total 668 (227) 
In Section ill there are 501 variants. The statistics are as follows: 
Substitutions 182 (98) 
Minuses 172 (90) 
Pluses 89 (31) 
Transpositions 60 (37) 
Total 502 (256) 
The totals for the variants are then: 
Orthographical 
S ubstituitions 
548 (168) 
244 (128) 
99 
Minuses 210 (112) 
Pluses 109 (38) 
Transpositions 60 (37) 
Total 1171 (483) 
In summary, if we discount the orthographical variants, then just about half 
(3111622)34 of the other readings have been accepted as OG. The substitutions and 
minuses are the most significant types of variant rea~ in 967 for the reconstruction of 
OG,35 though there are a few important pluses as well.36 There are two other 
conclusions that are worthy of note. First, there are a nwnber of occasions where the 
Syh or its marginal reading agrees with 967 against 88 in giving the original reading.37 
This confirms the accuracy and the reliability of Syh.38 Second, on the one hand, the 
original readings of 967 demonstrate the amoWlt of ThIMT influence on 88-Syh, 39 while 
on the other, 967 also betrays significant conuption from Th and ~rrection toward 
Mf.40 
On the basis of this evaluation we are in a better position to analyze the IT of 
OG as wen as the relationship between OG and Th in CH 5. However, prior to that 
evaluation it is necessary in CH 3 and 4 to establish the methodology that will be 
employed for the analysis of IT. 
34Three additional readings have been accepted as original that are purely 
conjectural: 1:17,20; 10:21. 
3.'iFor example, see the important readings in 1:8, 13(2),20(31); 2:1, 8,28, 29(2); 
4:16(19); 9:2; 10:12; 12:13. 
363:3; 9:18; 10:217. 
372:12(2),44; 3:3,21, 95(28); 4:30(33); 5:31(6:1); 6:10(11), 28(29); 9:25. 
38See also, Zieg., p. 13. 
39For example, 1:8, 2:10?, 25, 29, 35, 40, 41, 43; 3:2, 7, 10; 4:20(23); 5:7, 13; 
8:14; 9:6, 27; 10:2; 12:3, 12. 
40For example, 2:2,8(2), 11,20,33,45; 3:27,34, 51; 6:12(13); 7:7; 9:24; 12:12. 
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Chapter 3 
17' and the Focus on Literalism 
The purpose of this chapter is to examine critically those 
studies that have focused on literalism as the means to describe TT.t 
In order to make the criticisms more intelligible there is an 
introductory section on defining a literal approach, followed by a 
section explicating the criteria for literalism. 
I. Defining a Li teral Approach 
Scholars generally use the term literal to refer to a 
translation which mechanically reproduces each and every element of 
the source text while following the same word order and employing 
lexical equivalents consistently (stereotyping). Clarity to the 
definition of the term is given by Galen Marquis who defines a 
perfectly literal translation as one in which "it would be possible to 
retranslate from the Greek the original Hebrew [and Aramaic, 
presumably] words of the source.,,2 In the traditional sense used in 
this discussion, then, literal is an adjective that describes a 
translation exhibiting formal equivalence to the source text from 
which it was translated. According to Eugene Nida, a translation that 
exhibits formal equivalence "is basically source-oriented; that is, it 
is designed to reveal as much as possible of the form and content of 
lAfter this chapter was written certain works came to the 
attention of this writer that express some of the same criticisms of 
literalism. The principle articles are A. Aejmelaeus, "Translation 
Technique and the Intent ion of the Trans lator," in VI I Congress of the 
lOSeS, SCS, 31, ed. C. Cox (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 23-36; I. 
Soisalon-Soininen, "Zuriick zur Hebraismenfrage," in Studien zur 
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D. Fraenkel, U. 
Quast, and J. Wevers (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990), 35-51. 
At the same time, the influence of these scholars' earlier works on 
the formulation of this writer's thoughts can hardly be denied. 
2G. Marquis, "Lexical Equivalents," p. 407; a similar meaning is 
assumed by Tov and Wright, "Criteria," 149-187; and again by Wright in 
Difference, p. 29. 
the original message.,,3 This sense of literal is to be distinguished 
from that which would understand literal to mean a translation that 
has successfully transferred the meaning and intention of the source 
text into the target language. 4 This latter type of translation is 
commonly described as one which exhibits dynamic equivalence. Nida 
describes a dynamic equivalent translation as one in which: 
.•. the focus of attention is directed not so much 
toward the source message, as toward the receptor 
response. A dynamic-equivalence (or D-E) translation may 
be described as one concerning which a bilingual and 
bicultural person can justifiably say, "That is just the 
way we would say it." It is important to realize, 
however, that a D-E translation ••. is a translation, 
and as suchsmust clearly reflect the meaning and intent of 
the source. 
As Nida emphasizes, even if a translator uses the method of dynamic 
equivalence in his/her translation, the translation is intended to 
render the meaning of the parent text. The translator is just not so 
concerned to have a one-to-one, word-for-word relation between the 
Vorlage and the target language (see CH 4.11.4.). We should also note 
that the description of a translation in the LXX as "literal" or 
"free" is only a general characterization. As Barr has already 
pointed out, the study of 11 "has to concern itself much of the time 
with variations within a basically literal approach. ,,6 Likewise, a 
generally literal translation will often exhibit good idiomatic renderings.7 
3E• Nida, Toward a Science of Translating, (Leiden: E.J. Brill, 
1964), p. 165. In the words of S.P. Brock, a literal translation 
"acts, as it were, as Aristotle's unmoved mover, and the psychological 
effect is to bring the reader to the original." See S. P. Brock, 
"Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity," Greek, Roman, and 
Byzantine Studies, 20 (1979): 73. 
4B.G. Wright also makes this distinction in "Quantitative 
Representation," p. 312. 
5Nida , Science, p. 166. Nida's discussion of formal vs. dynamic 
equivalence (pp. 22-26; 166-176) is set within the context of the 
approach to contemporary translation work, but it is well worth 
reading. 
6Barr , "Typo logy," p. 281. 
7It is for this reason that Soisalon-Soininen prefers to 
distinguish between "slavish" (literal) renditions and "idiomatic" 
(free) ones. See, "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 37-38. 
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A good example of the difference between formal and dynamic 
equivalence is provided by the opening adverbial phrase in Dan. 1:1: 
Th= 'Ev £tel tpi tql t~ ~u(JlA.ei~ ICI)ooClp ~u(Jll.£m<; I01)liu 
Mf= m 'i'1' -~ C'i" 'i'1' n ,~~" w,~ nl;1.l 
00= 'EKi ~u(Jll.£m<; Imu1Clp t~ I01)liui ~ £t01)<; tpi t01) 
Th adheres to the word order of the Hebrew exactly and, with one 
exception, renders every morphological element as well. The one 
morphological change occurs with the translation of n'~~~. n'~~" 
consists of three morphemes: " is an inseparable preposition (bound 
morpheme) that specifies the particular third year, i.e. of 
Jehoiakim's reign. n'~~ is the stem (free morpheme) meaning 
kingdom/reign. Finally, n'~~ is also in the construct state with the 
attributive genitive C'i"'i'1', and the relation in this instance is 
marked by a zero morpheme. In this example, the ~ and the construct 
both serve to specify the particular reign to which is being referred; 
so the Greek genitive is sufficient to signal the same relationship. 
It would have been unnatural Greek to have added another element 
because of the word order In any case. In contrast to Th, the OG 
rearranges the word order of the Hebrew and this enables the 
translator to omit ~u(Jll.eiu<; as redundant. However, despite the fairly 
substantial difference between the two translations, both render the 
meaning of the Vorlage. 8 
Since literalism focuses on those aspects of the translation 
that mirror the formal aspects of the source text, a literal 
translation is viewed very positively and as more trustworthy than 
freedom in translation. Dynamic equivalent translations are viewed 
more suspiciously than literal ones because freedom in translation IS 
frequently, but incorrectly, associated with the notion that the 
translator took liberties with the source text. This will become 
8The above example is quite typical of what we will encounter 
when comparing the translations of 00 and Th. Th uses a method of 
formal equivalence but makes minor adjustments in the translation in 
order not to commit grievous grammatical errors. 00 writes more in 
keeping with Greek idiom. However, our example is atypical in the 
sense that OG does not depart from the style of the Vorlage nearly so 
often as it could. Although we prefer the use of the designations 
formal vs. dynamic equivalence in this discussion, we will continue to 
use literal vs. free for stylistic variation. 
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apparent in our analysis in CH 5. 9 
It must be admitted, however, that the analysis of what IS meant 
by a literal or free translation takes literalism as the more natural 
starting point because the majority of the LXX books are "more or 
less" literal. IO The basically literal approach of the translators 
means that we can see that the LXX follows its Vorlage so closely that 
it can be loosely characterized as Hebrew written in Greek characters. 
Therefore, studies focusing on formal equivalence are helpful if for 
no other reason than the fact that they reveal the degree to which the 
different translators followed their Vorlage. With the advent of 
computers and the CATSS data base the process of examining the 
features of literalism has been greatly simplified, and we can even 
express statistically the degree of literalness/formal equivalence in 
specific features of the individual translations. ll 
II. The Criteria for Literalism 
In TCU, Tov proposes five criteria for literalness in a 
translation: consistent representation of terms in translation 
("stereotyping"), segmentation and representation of the constituent 
elements of the Hebrew words, word order, quantitative representation, 
and avai labi I i ty and adequacy of lexical choices .12 All of the 
aforementioned criteria save the last are capable of being measured 
relative to how consistently they formally reproduce the elements in 
the source text as the primary means of determining the literalness of 
a translation. I3 The primary tool that facilitates the analysis of 
the formal features of the LXX is the CATSS database. Indeed, the 
focus on formal criteria for analysing TT has been greatly influenced 
9See also the review of McCrystall beginning p. 26, above. 
10 . . 1 .. IbId., p. 281; Tov, TOU, p. 53; I. SOlsa on-Solnlnen, 
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-Syntax," ed. 
C. Cox, VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1988 ), p. 428. 
IlSee the recent volume by B.G. Wright for a classification of 
books in the LXX according to four criteria for literalism, 
Difference, pp. 19-118. 
12 TOU, pp. 54-60. 
13Wright, Difference, pp. 27, 30-31. 
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in the work of Wright and Marquis by the actual format of the CATSS 
database, because the parallel alignment file presupposes a formal 
relationship between the 00 and Mf.14 
In order to understand the criteria for literalism and the 
criticisms that we will make of the methodology it is useful to 
provide a brief overview of how these criteria are generally defined. 
Stereotyping15 describes the tendency of translators to use 
consistently the same Greek term to render a term in the HA,16 though 
there is some disagreement regarding the degree to which the Greek 
term must be employed as an equivalent in order to qualify as a 
"stereotyped" rendition (SE). Sollamo suggests that if a term is used 
to render the same word in 50% of its occurrences in a book, then it 
should be considered a SE. 17 Marquis, on the other hand, regards any 
term rendered more than once by the same Greek word as a consistent 
translation. 18 Marquis' use of terminology robs the use of 
"consistent" of any meaning, and even Sollamo's arbitrary choice of 
50% does not seem quite high enough. Wright chooses 75% which seems 
more reasonable,19 though statistics are always relative. The fact 
that one word is employed in three of the four places where the same 
14See the Introduction, fn. 35. Such an alignment is 
understandable and useful for comparing the texts, but it leads, as we 
later argue, to an inappropriate methodology for the study of TT. 
15The term was first coined by M. Flashar in "Exeget ische Studien 
zum LXX-Psal ter," ZAW 32 (1912): 105. Other terminology employed has 
been "verbal linkage" by Rabin and "systematic representation" by 
Rife. See C. Rabin, "The Translation Process and the Character of the 
Septuagint," Textus 6 (1968): 8; J .M. Rife, "The Mechanics of 
Translation Greek," JBL 52 (1933): 244-252. 
16 TCU, p. 54. 
17 Sollamo, Semipreposi t ions, p. 13. 
18G• Marquis, "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Cri terion 
for the Evaluation of Translation technique," ed. C. Cox, VI Congress 
of the lOSeS, ses 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), p. 410. 
I9Wright, Difference, p. 105. Since Wright attempts to 
reconstruct the Hebrew from the Greek he also starts from the Greek 
usage rather than the Hebrew (p. 92). This leads to its own set of 
problems. For example, when he counts how many times a Greek term 
renders a given Hebrew word he fails to take into account the fact 
that the one Greek term may be used as the equivalent for more than 
one Hebrew term. 
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Hebrew term is should be regarded differently than a word that is used 
30 times out of 40. 
The~e is no doubt that translators often chose to translate a 
word in the Vorlage with the same Greek word. Rabin suggests that a 
stimulus-response reaction took place as the translators would tend to 
render words or phrases with the words they used first. 20 Tov has 
also demonstrated that the later translators consulted the Pentateuch 
as an aid to their work. 21 At the same time, we must be cautious 
about the significance of statistics concerning the use of SE since In 
many instances the choice of a translator was an obvious one. 22 
Amongst other things, Olofsson has emphasized the significance of a SE 
being "doubly consistent,,23 and the role of semantics in the 
trans lators choice. 24 
The difference between segmentation and quantitative 
representation is not clearly defined either by Tov or Barr. Barr, 
who actually employs the term segmentation, defines it as the division 
of the Hebrew text into elements or segments. He then goes on to 
discuss the quantitative addition or subtraction of elements from the 
2°Rabin , "Process," p. 7. We find his suggest ion that the 
translators had a primitive word list which they used as a lexicon 
less compelling (p. 21), though it is accepted by Marquis, "Lexical," 
p. 409 and Wright, Difference, p. 92 and 279 fn. 80. The belief that 
the translators worked from some kind of word list is rooted in 
Bickerman's suggestion that the translators may have borrowed the 
techniques of the Aramaic dragomen. See E. J. Bickerman, "The 
Septuagint as a Translation," PAAJR 28 (1959): 16-23. 
2IE. Tov, "The Impact of the LXX Trans lat ion of the Pentateuch on 
the Translation of the Other Books," ed. P. casetti, o. Keel and A. 
Schenker, Melanges Dominique Barthelemy, OBO 38 (GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981), pp. 577-92; P. Walters, The Text of the 
Septuagint, Its Corruptions and Their Emendation, (cambridge: 
University Press, 1973), pp. 150ff. 
22Barr , "Typo logy," p. 306 . 
23That is, it is more significant when a Greek term is used 
consistently for only one semitic word and the semitic word is 
rendered by only the one Greek term. See Olofsson, LXX, pp. 18-19; 
Barr, "Typology," p. 311. 
24010fsson points out various difficulties in analysing 
stereotyping as a criterion for consistency in "Consistency as a 
Translation Technique," SJOT 6 (1992): 14-30. 
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Hebrew text as something different. 25 There is a lack of clarity 
here, for we could say that the same elements which are added or 
subtracted from the Hebrew are the ones which are segmented. In 
practise, Barr uses quantitative addition to refer to the addition of 
elements by the translator for the purpose of clarity (eg. making the 
subject explicit) or exegetical comment. 26 In his examination of 
segmentation he is far more interested in the ways the translators 
handled the division of words into their constituent (morphological) 
elements. For example, Barr notes that the translation of idioms 
posed special difficulties for a translator who was striving for a 
one-to-one correspondence with the source text. 27 In TCU, Tov 
explains "the representation of the constituents of Hebrew words by 
individual Greek equivalents," (segmentation) as the translators' 
tendency "to segment Hebrew words into meaningful elements, which were 
then represented by their individual Greek equivalents. ,,28 Yet, on 
the very next page, he defines quantitative representation with the 
words "literal translators did their utmost to represent each 
individual element in MT by one equivalent element in the 
translat ion. ,,29 Since Tov only entertains a brief discussion of his 
criteria, it is difficult to know how he would differentiate between 
the two. 
Wright notes the ambiguities in the work of Barr and Tov,30 so 
25Barr , "Typology," pp. 295-303. 
26Barr ,s discussion of quantitative addition and subtraction 
dwells mainly on Targummic material (pp. 303-305). However, the kind 
of interpretive comment we find in the Targums is not characteristic 
of the LXX. The only example he gives of omissions is the Greek text 
of Job (p. 304). 
27 Ibid ., pp. 297-300. The translation of idioms is ultimately a 
problem best viewed as a semantic one, which Barr recognizes. 
Furthermore, an idiom should be treated as one linguistic unit since 
its meaning is derived from the specific combination of the words 
rather than the sum of their parts. Barr's discussion of segmentation 
below the word level (pp. 300-303) also reveals a concern for semantic 
problems. 
28 7 TCU, p. 5 • 
29 Ibid .• p. 58. 
30B.G. Wright, "Evaluating tLiteralism, '" p. 314. 
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he restricts the usage of the term segmentation to "the translator's 
technique of dividing Hebrew words into their constituent parts in 
order to represent each part In the Greek translation. ,,31 
Quantitative representation, on the other hand, "concerns the one-to-
one representation (or lack of it) of multi-word Hebrew phrases, 
clauses and sentences."n On this basis Wright is able to analyze a 
target text at both the word and multi-word level for how well it 
formally reproduces its source. 33 On the other hand, his system does 
not take into account the subtle semantic aspects of translation which 
Barr examInes. 
Adherence to word order34 can reveal the extent to which the 
translators followed their Vorlage because there are certain aspects 
of Hebrew word order which are fixed. For example, adjectives and 
demonstrative pronouns follow substantives and genitives follow their 
constructs. 35 Since the Greek allows for great freedom in word order 
it could reconstruct HA syntax quite easily though it would not 
necessarily yield typical Greek usage. As Wright points out, 
"Variations In Greek from these must be stylistic in nature," though 
that in itself does not remove the necessity of examining the 
differences to see if there are other factors involved as well. 36 
The one grammatical feature of Greek that would always introduce 
a change in the word order of HA is the use of postpositive 
conjunctions. In fact, it is generally agreed that this accounts for 
f ", th LXX 37 the relatively infrequent appearance 0 postposltlves In e · 
31Wright, Difference, pp. 55-56. 
J2 Ibid ., p. 56. 
33For his discussion and statistics see, Difference, pp. 55-91. 
34G. Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 59-84; Wright, Difference, 35-54. 
35See J .M. Rife, "The Mechanics of Translation Greek," JBL 52 
(1933): 244-252. 
36Wright, Difference, pp. 37-38. 
37Aej'melaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 364-369; A.P. Wikgren, 
"Comparative Study," p. 8. Raymond Martin uses the frequency of Se as 
one of his criteria to distinguish translation Greek from original 
composition. R.A. Martin, Syntactical Evidences of Semitic Sources In 
Greek Documents, SCS 3 (Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974). 
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On the surface, the evaluation of word order would appear to be the 
easiest of the criteria of formal equivalence for which to determine 
statistics. However, the very fact that Marquis and Wright produce 
different results in their statistics using the same database reveals 
that even a seemingly straightforward analysis of word order presents 
difficul ties. 38 
III. Reservations Concerning the Focus on Literalism 
Although there is much to be gained from the investigation of 
the features of literalism in the LXX, serious questions can be raised 
about the adequacy of the methodology as a means to describe TT.39 
Some of these difficulties were touched on in the previous section. 
In the following, rather than selecting specific instances where the 
presentation of material or statistics to do with literalism has been 
inaccurate or misleading,40 we will concentrate on the methodology as 
a whole. The criticisms will be balanced by the presentation of the 
proposed methodology in the fourth chapter. 
111.1. The Assumption of Literal Intentions 
The basic difficulty of the literal approach has been the 
assumption that the translator intended to produce a literal 
38 See Marquis, "Word Order," pp. 63-66 and cf. Wright's comments, 
Difference, pp. 41-44 and 53. 
39So also A. van der Kooj, "The Old Greek of Isaiah in Relation to 
the Qumran Texts of Isaiah: Some General Comments," in Septuagint, 
Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 202-205. 
40Specific criticisms of the use of some of the statistics as well 
as other concerns which overlap to some degree with our own have been 
expressed elsewhere by Ilmari Soisalon-Soininen and his former 
student Anneli Aejmelaeus (see fn. 1). See Soisalon-Soininen, 
, . " 
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaglnta-Syntax, ed. 
C. Cox, VI Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1988), pp. 425-444; "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 46-51; and Aejmelaeus in~ 
"The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and 
Translation-Technical Study of the Septuagint," ed. C. Cox, VI 
Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 23 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988), pp. 
361-380~ "Intention," pp. 23-36. See also Olofsson, "Consistency," 
pp. 14-30; A. Ltibbe, "Describing the Translation Process of 11QtgJob: 
A Quest ion of Method." RQ 52 (1988): 583-93. 
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translation. 41 This assumption is clear In the following comment by 
B.G. Wright: 
• · • a translation could be described as "literal" if the 
translator has attempted to reproduce in a rigid way In 
Greek the aCbual form of the various elements of the 
parent text. 
In books which are extremely literal such an approach may be very 
helpful. However, and one cannot emphasize this point enough, the 
fact that a translation reproduces a great deal of the formal features 
of the source text does not mean that the translator intended that the 
reader could retranslate back from the Greek to the Hebrew. The 
translators' reverence for the text is evident in the desire to follow 
the word order and represent the various elements of the words in the 
source, but they were able to do this while faithfully attempting to 
translate the meaning of the text as they understood it. 43 In many 
cases this attempt led to very unusual Greek usage, but the majority 
of these Hebraisms do not violate Greek grammar. 44 On the other hand, 
Hebraisms illustrate the tension which existed for the individual 
translators between using formal (i.e. faithfulness to the language of 
their literary source) vs. more dynamic (i.e. faithfulness to their 
own language) expressions. It was only at a later period, partly due 
to the debates over the use of scripture between Christians and Jews 
and partly due to the belief of the inspiration of scripture, that 
literalism became more of a conscious methodology.45 For example, 
41See also the recent article by Aejmelaeus ("Intention") In the 
seventh congress volume of the IOSCS. 
41vright, Difference, pp. 29, 32 and 36. 
43H.M. Orlinsky, "The Septuagint as Holy Writ and the Philosophy 
of the Translators," HUCA 46 (1975): 89-114. That the translators 
regarded the LXX as authoritative; therefore, they were concerned with 
accuracy is discussed in J. W. Wevers, "A Study in the Narrative 
Portions of the Greek Exodus," in Scripta Signa Vocis, ed. H. L. J. 
Vanstiphout et ale (Groningen: Egbert Forsten, 1986), pp. 295-303. 
44See Soisalon-Soininen's discussion of what constitutes a 
Hebraism and the importance of determining Hebraizing tendencies In 
the analysis of IT in "Hebraismenfrage," pp. 39-43. 
45Barr , "Typology," p. 324; Tov also notes that "Jer-R's reVlSlon 
is remote from the s lavish literalness of kaige-Th and Aqui la," 
(Jeremiah and Baruch, p. 167). Aejrnelaeus ("Intention," p. 25) 
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even though Th exhibits a high degree of formal equivalence to his 
parent text, he does not leave the impression that he intended to 
provide, or expected someone else to look for, a one-to-one 
equivalence between his translation and his parent text. 46 
If the translators did not strive for literalism then why are 
the translations generally literal? Barr, referring to the fact of 
how the LXX frequently follows the semitic word order, gave the answer 
to this question when he stated that it was "probably to be attributed 
to habit and the quest for an easy technique rather than to any 
literalist policy. ,,47 The translators were concerned to render the 
meaning of the text and chose those constructions which seemed to them 
to express that meaning adequately. In other words, the translators 
worked instinctively by choosing in an ad hoc manner the rendering 
which they believed suited the context best. 48 
Since the translators were not intentionally striving for 
literal translations, then we must question the validity of USIng this 
gauge to measure how well they achieved the standard. It does not 
matter if it is alleged that a value judgment is not placed on how 
well a translator formally reproduced the text. The fact is the focus 
on literalism is foreign to what the translators were doing. The 
following criticisms will place the preceding comments in better 
perspective. 
111.2. Literalism Offers an Incomplete Description of TT 
Since the translators were not practising a policy of 
literalism, but were guided by their own instincts of what would 
constitute a suitable rendering in the context we come naturally to a 
emphasizes that the translators "had no conscious method or philosophy 
of translation." For the developing trend toward literalism, see S.P. 
Brock, "The Phenomenon of the Septuagint," ars 17 (1972): 20-27; "To 
Revise or Not to Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical Translation," in 
Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke 
and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), 301-38. 
46See the conclusions in CH 5 VII. 
47Barr , "Typology," p. 26. 
48Soisalon-Soininen, "Hebraismenfrage," p. 36; Aejmelaeus, "Inten-
tion," pp. 25-26; Bickerman, pp. 30-39. 
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second criticism. That is, literalism fails in most important aspects 
as a means to offer a complete analysis of TT. This is best 
understood by considering two different but closely related points. 
III.2.i. The focus on literalism fails to account for dynamic features 
of translation. 
Since all of the books of the LXX are more or less literal, 
there is more to be learned about the individual translators from 
those instances in which the translation departs from the technique of 
formal equivalence. Why did a particular translator forsake a formal 
correspondence in favour of a more idiomatic Greek expression only 
with certain constructions or only in some of the instances of a given 
construction? In linguistic terminology, why is it that the 
translator departed from his normal or "unmarked" usage to employ a 
different or "marked" rendering? Does the translator use favourite 
terms to render the Vorlage when he is uncertain about the meaning? 
The answer to these kinds of questions are crucial to understanding 
how the translator went about his work. At the very least, we realize 
that focusing on features of formal equivalence neglects significant 
features of translation. This point is seemingly self-evident. 
A very different kind of analysis and description of TT emerges 
if we turn the focus on literal features upon its head. In other 
words, if it is the features of dynamic equivalence which reveal the 
most important tendencies of the translator, then we can state the 
axiom: it is the type and frequency of non-literal renderings in the 
translation units which provide the most distinguishing 
characteristics of IT. 49 A relatively minor lexical example IS 
provided in Dan. 3:12 in which McCrystal1 has argued that ~~ £tS~A~ is 
used instead of toi~ 9£o~ because of the translator's concern to 
identify the statue as an effigy of Nebuchadnezzar.50 However, the 
49Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," p. 362. Aejmelaeus states, 
"Free renderings are like fingerprints that the translators have left 
behind them." 
50McCrystall, pp. 5-6. He also notes (following Delcor) the 
addi t ion of the personal pronoun GOU after dX::OVl as further evidence 
that the OG changes the meaning of the MT. See M. Delcor, "Un cas 
de traduction ~Targumique' de la LXX a propos de la statue en or de 
Dan. III," Textus 7 (1969): 30-35. 
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rendering of i"na,ac (C'i'1,a,ac) by dSml.ov is not without precedent in the 
LXX.51 Furthermore, dScol.ov is employed in four other passages by OG 
to design~te idols in contrast to the one true God of Israel and 
renders n,a,tt (C'ma,ac) in every case.52 In 3:12 and 3:18 OG employs 
dSml.ov when the three refer to Nebuchadnezer's "idol," whereas in 3:14 
00 has 9£o~ when the king commands them to serve his "gods." 00' s 
translation preserves a nice distinction between the two parties and 
their conception of what the statue represents. If oo's translation 
were intended to carry the significance discerned by McCrystall, then 
we would also expect OG to use the first person pronoun in 3:14 when 
the king. asks, "Why do you not worship my image which I set up?" 
III.2.ii. The focus on literalism can not account for the detailed 
aspects of translation. 
It is not just the type and frequency of dynamic translations 
which illuminate the TT of the individual translators. In a similar 
fashion, we have to consider favourite renditions and syntactical 
constructions employed by the translator in his work. For example, 
one translator may employ a formally equivalent expreSSIon to render 
his Vorlage, but it may be different from the way any other translator 
reproduced the same expression. 53 Up to this time, the studies 
concentrating on particular criteria for literalism have revealed the 
inherent difficulties of the methodology for offering an adequate 
analysis of TT. The point is that one should begin from a perspective 
which is more amenable to the analysis of language as a whole, though 
one of the major problems of the literal method has been the lack of 
detailed analysis. 
51 Num . 25:2 bis; 3 Kings 11:2, 8, 33; Ps. 37:19. 
523: 18; 5:4, 23. 6:28(27) where Mr=O, is the except ion. 
ttSml.£i~ (1-5) is al so used the same way in 1: 2. 
53See Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," pp. 431-432 where he cri t icises 
Tov and Wright's use of consistency as the means to indicate 
literalness. Wright (Difference, pp. 31-32) has responded by stating 
that it is the "mechanicalness or woodenness of representation 
combined with the consistency of that mechanical approach [which is] a 
major exponent of literalness." Unfortunately, Wright fails to deal 
with the heart of Soisalon-Soininen's criticism, i.e. the inadequacy 
of the purely formal approach when comparing 00 to Mr. 
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A good example of the lack of attention to details is Wright's 
volume, No Small Difference: Sirach's Relationship to its Hebrew 
Parent Text. Wright's text was chosen because it is the most 
extensive published treatment examining the criteria for literalism. 
The inability to treat details adequately is evident in several places 
where Wright includes references to the possibility of investigating 
the types of deviations from literalism more closely, and in his 
discussions concerning which elements have to be excluded from his 
data. 54 For example, it is true that the inclusion of the 
postpos it i ve 5e in the data for word order makes a difference In the 
statistics for literalism.55 However, it is not so much the frequency 
with which the conjunction is used that is significant for TT (though 
that is important), but the different ways and the extent to which 5E 
and the other conjunctions are used as alternatives for Kai by the 
different translators.56 
One might argue that it is unfair to criticize Wright in this way 
since he was not strictly concerned to examine the differences in 
details. We would respond by noting that the matter under dispute IS 
the most appropriate methodology to describe TT. Furthermore, there 
is also reason to be concerned about the way in which deviations from 
formal equivalence are actually examined in practice by Wright. For 
example, Wright provides a list of types of quantitatively longer and 
shorter translations,S7 but tends to treat them universally. He states: 
Only when the data for segmentation and quantitative 
representation are fully analyzed can one effectively 
determine whether or not quantitatively longer elements 
are likely to represent elements in the translator's par~t 
text, and thus, constitute an equally segmented Hebrew. 
However, the global statistics for a translation will only provide a 
54Wright, Difference, pp. 41-43; 59-63; 71-72; 79-82; 103. 
55Wright, Difference, pp. 41-42. 
56 See Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 369-370. For an 
example of a thorough examinat ion of the treatment of bE, see Parataxis, 
pp. 34-46. 
57Wright, Difference, pp. 72-74, 82-85; "Quantitative Representa-
tion," pp. 321-329. 
58Wright, Difference, p. 78. 
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general indication of what the translator might have done in any 
specific instance. In order to achieve a clear understanding of any 
particular variant we must group the various types of longer elements 
in the OG and compare them to the instances in which the same types 
of renderings faithfully reflect the source. Factors such as the 
context of each individual variant and the possible motivation for a 
change must also be considered. 
Wright offers a perfect illustration of the importance of the 
methodology for the analysis of longer (or any difference in reading 
for that matter) texts when he states: 
There is no way a priori to tell whether or not a,~ in Sir 
3:17 was in the translator's Hebrew. Only an analysis 
based on principles of formal equivalence will give an 
indication of the probabWty that a,~ was or was not in the 
grandson's Hebrew text. 
If, by this statement, Wright means that we must investigate every 
instance of .,~ and xii~ In Sir. in order to understand the relationship 
between the two terms as well as examine the other ways the Hebrew 
was (not) rendered in the Greek or Greek was (not) added to the 
Hebrew in order to determine whether there were any similar 
constructions to compare to Sir. 3: 17, then we agree. What he seems 
to mean, based on our reading of his text, is that if xii; represents .,~ 
in X% of its occurrences, then it probably does so here.60 Wright's 
statistical probability is only of use if there are no other means 
available to help explain the reading of the OG. The problem is his 
lack of attention to details. 
The ability to isolate the individual traits of the translator 
within his overall approach to translating presupposes a thorough 
analysis of both the source and target texts. In most cases where we 
examine the idiosyncratic traits that characterize a translator we are 
dealing with a small percentage of the actual renderings for a given 
HA expression. Therefore, by grouping the various ways in which a 
construction has been translated we can examine the differences in 
usage. Then we can both attempt to explain the deviations which 
59 Ibid ., p. 80. 
60 We have no way of knowing what he does mean of course, but our 
representation is faithful to the argument of his text. 
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might stem from the TT of the translator and discern the 
characteristics which differentiate the individual translators. 61 
Indeed, it may be that there is no apparent reason for the change(s) 
other than stylistic variation, but often there is.62 Therefore, to 
expand upon the previously stated axiom, we must say that it is the 
idiosyncrasies of the individual translators that provide the most 
distinguishing features of TT. 
A good example of the subtle distinctions made by translators IS 
gIven by J.W. Wevers in a recent article. He notes that the phrase 
"sons of Israel" occurs 53 times in Exodus in the nominative, dative, 
and accusative, and has the article in every case. However, in 12 of 
35 cases in the genitive (tOw ulOlv 'Iapai}A) the article is omitted. The 
difference in the twelve cases is that the phrase is used in the 
context to modify "assembly" (i.e. auvayo>yi} ulOlv lapai}A). 63 
If we were only concerned to measure literalness according to a 
strict set of criteria, then we might fail to take sufficient note of why 
the translator of Exodus omitted the article for the construct-genitive 
in 12 cases and why the translator of Daniel rendered i'1'?M (C'i'1'?M) by 
eUio>Aov. To borrow from a well known expression, the focus on 
literalism for the analysis of TT is like counting the fir and pine trees 
in order to describe the forest in which they grow. 
IIL3. The Inadequacy of Literalism's Statistics for Textual Criticism 
The primary reason for the research of the LXX and the attempt 
to reconstruct the OG of each book has been text-critical.64 We have 
also noted already that it is the understanding of the TT in the 
individual book/unit that is essential for the critic to attempt to 
61 See Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," p. 435-443 which expands on the 
introduction to his volume on Die Infinitif in der Septuaginta, pp. 5-
16. This type of methodology is evident in the work of Aejmelaeus and 
Sollamo. 
62This will be illustrated from the OG and Th verSIons of Daniel 
In chapters four and five. 
63 J . W. Wevers, "The GOttingen Pentateuch: Some Post-Partem 
Ref lect ions," ed. C. Cox, VI I Congress of the IOSCS, SCS 31 (At lanta: 
Scholars Press, 1991), p. 56. 
64 See the excursus following CH 1. 
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reconstruct the HA Vorlage of the OG. Since the statistics produced 
by those focusing on formal correspondence measure literalism, then 
by definition these statistics are chiefly concerned with quantifying 
the degree to which the translation faithfully reproduces the Vorlage. 
In other words, the majority of the cases where the translation is 
literal is useless for text-criticism because it reads with the MT! Now, 
it may be helpful to know as a general rule that one translator used 
formal equivalents more often than another, but the use of the LXX for 
textual research primarily concerns those instances when it does not 
literally reproduce its Vorlage. 65 
A good illustration of the above principle can be provided from 
Galen Marquis' article on the consistency of lexical equivalents.66 
According to Marquis: 
The percentage of singular translations which reflect the 
source text faithfully can be taken to be approximately the 
same as the percentage of consistent translations, which 
by virtue of t!1eir consistency, reveal a faithful reflection 
of the source. 
On this basis he suggests that the remaining percentage indicates 
singular translations which may reveal deviations from the source text. 
As an example, Marquis looks at the rendering of ,:11' in section a of 
LXX Ezekiel. It is translated in five cases by 6l£nlollal and twice by 
6106eoov, napa6o;, £nO:YQ) , and 6u:XyQ). Four of the seventeen equivalents 
for ~11 occur as singular trans lat ions: 61anOpeU0J,1al, nopeUOJ,1al, 
Qno'tponlC(ea9al, and Q.oplaJ,10~. The percentage of singular translations 
for ':111 is then 23% (4 of 17) while consistent translations make up 77% 
of the renditions (13 of 17). The percentage of singular translations 
which reflect the source text would be equal to the percentage of 
consistent translations of the whole translation. So, by multiplying 
77% of 23% one gets 18%. Marquis then adds 18% to 77% in order to 
calculate the percentage of all renderings that faithfully reflect the 
Vorlage, i.e. 95%. The percentage of possible free renderings or those 
65For the present purpose we put aside the fact that in some cases 
(Jer., Josh., Job, Sam.) the OG witnesses to a much shor~er Vorlage, 
while in Dan. 4 we have a substantially longer text and In ch. 5 a 
shorter text. 
66Marqui s, "Lexical Equivalents," pp. 405-424. 
67 Ibid ., p. 412. 
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which may reflect a variant Vorlage is 5%, or one word (from the 
singular translations). 68 
There is a seductive logic to Marquis' basic premise that the 
percentage of singular translations faithfully reflecting the source is 
equal to the percentage of consistent translations. However, as Wright 
points out, on what basis can Marquis conclude that the percentage of 
singular translations that faithfully render the source text is about 
the same as the percentage of consistent translations?69 Our 
examination of vocabulary in Daniel will reveal that the use of singular 
translations has far more to do with the translator's use of variety in 
translation than differences in the Vorlage. 70 Furthermore, Marquis' 
view that every consistent rendering accurately reflects the source 
text by virtue of the fact that it is used more than once to render a 
word is questionable. The relationship between the use of words in 
one language and how they are used to translate words in another 
language is a complex matter and cannot be reduced to simple 
mathematical formulas. 
Language is a means of communication, which "consists of words 
(or other units) which are organized, according to ~the rules of 
grammar' into particular types of combinations." 71 The symbols 
(words) of a language which a speaker uses in a given situation 
depend both on the type of situation, (we would not employ the same 
vocabulary writing to our auto mechanic as we would to a politician), 
as well as the particular speech event, including among other factors 
the whole discourse, the paragraph, the clause, and the preceding and 
following words, i.e. context.72 So, in a discourse our choice of words 
IS limited by the subject about which we are writing. However, there 
68 I bid., p . 414. 
69 See Wright, Difference, pp. 97-98 for his criticisms of Marquis; 
Soisalon-Soininen, "Hebraismenfrage," p. 50. 
70Greenspahn also notes that HL "consistent ly comprise one-third 
to one-half of the vocabulary in any given body of linguistic 
material." See F. Greenspahn, Hapax Legomena in Bib] ical Hebrew, 
SBLDS, 74 (Chico: Scholars Press, 1984), p. 32. 
71 Nida , Science, p. 30. 
72 Ibid ., pp. 37-43; M. Silva, Biblical Words and Their Meaning, 
(Grand Rapids: Zondervan 1983), pp. 137-148. 
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are still an infinite number of ways in which we can combine these 
remaining words to communicate our message. The choice of a 
particular word by a particular writer in a particular con text is the 
result of a complex series of competing choices in that particular 
speech event, which in turn is influenced by prior experiences of the 
speaker/writer. We will "flesh out" the preceding comments in more 
detail later (CH 4.II.4). For the present, we will consider two words 
from Daniel and how they are rendered by OG and Th as an 
illustration. 
Two words from the semantic domain of mercy/compassion are 
employed in 1:9: iOn and c'om. ,on appears 2x in Daniel, 1: 9 and 
9:4. OG's choice of tlP~V in 1:9 is unusual and involves some 
innovation regarding how Daniel was viewed by the chief steward 
(honourably, as opposed to mercifully), but the overall sense of the 
passage is conveyed. In 9:4 OG employs tA.tO~ which offers a closer 
formal correspondence (Th uses £A.£O~ on both occas ions) . ~m is 
found 4x in Daniel. Once again, OG's choice of IOplV in 1:9 is dynamic 
and OG also has a very free rendition of the term in 2:18, though the 
overall meaning is transferred. 73 In 9:9 and 18 OG uses a word whose 
range of meaning is closer--£A.£o~. So, OG can use £A.£O~ to translate 
both the words found in 1:9, but it does not use them for either in 
this particular context. Th's O~tlPPO~ for c'cnn is a SE (4/4). 
Unfortunately, in this instance, we cannot discern an apparent motive 
to explain why the OG translator did not use £A.£O~ for either term in 
1:9, other than to regard his choice as a reflection of his 
understanding of the meaning of the semitic text. 
However, in order to appreciate their vocabulary choices better 
and to demonstrate the inadequacy of merely counting word frequencies, 
it is helpful to examine how OG and Th use the four Greek words we 
have encountered in vs. 1:9. For example, OG has IOplV 2x (s. the 
dynamic use in 2:13), but Th never uses it. On the other hand, 
O~tlPPO~ is never found in OG, while Th uses it on one other occasion 
(4:24) to give a good dynamic rendering for one of the 2x that the vb. 
73 1n 2:18 the translator offers a good example of how the same 
message can be communicated by choosing alternative words and 
combining them differently. 
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.{lln occurs (s. also 6: 12).74 Besides 9:9, 18, 00 has u.£o~ 8x. In 
9:3 it is a dynamic translation of C'l~rm (1/4) and 9:4=Th for -,on; 6x 
MT=0)5 Th uses eA.£o~ only 8x in total: 1:9, 9:4=00, and 9:20 for 
'nlnn; 5x Mf=0.76 00 employs tlJ'fI only 3x (s. also 2:37 and 4:27[30] 
=Th) while in Th it is a SE (7/8) for iP,.77 However, we should note 
that in 11: 38 00 employs the vb. tlJ'1p£\ for ~, and gives a dynamic 
rendition of the clause. The non-translation of 1?' in this vs. 
seems to be due to the fact that 00 did not know the meaning of ,~~, 
and so offers a contextual translation (motivated by the connection of 
'tlJ'fI for '1") wi th the vb. tlPfla£l. The only other occurrence of ,~~, 
in MT is earlier in 11:38 where OG's contextual guess is not quite so 
successful. 
To investigate these relationships even further we note that OG 
renders l'lnn wi th £A.£O~ In 9: 3 (1/4) whi Ie Th employs £l.£o~ to render 
i1lnn (1/1) in 9:20. The translations of 9:3 and 9:20 are both good 
dynamic renderings, but the Hebrew terms come from the semantic 
sub-domain of prayer terminology. On the other occasions where OG 
meets these words it translates with Greek words from the domain of 
prayer. In the case of l'lnn, 00 has a£ital~-9: 17, 23 and 1tpOa£1)lai~-
9: 18. In 9: 20 00 trans lates 'nlnn .,,~C, wi th a£OJ1£VO~ tv tai~ 1tpOa£1)lai~. 
The choice of aeital~ on the two occasions is actually quite interesting 
because the word is only found 4x in 00. In one of the other two 
passages MT=O (4:30a), and a£~al~ is used in 2:18 where 00 offers the 
dynamic translation of l'cn,. Th uses a£ita\~ only 3x, but it is as a 
SE (3/4) for l'lnn. The one vs. where Th employs an alternative is 
9:18 where Th crosses semantic domains once again with the use of 
oiK:'tlpJ'ov. 
In the above example we considered every occurrence of ~, 
~m, l'lnn, i1lnn, ~, £A.£O~, IUplV, nPll, nJ'1p£l, a£~al~ and oUcnpJ'o~, 
74Th uses the n. 6x In tota I. The remaining instance IS 9:18, see 
below. 
75 3 : 35 , 38, 42, 43, 89, 90. 
76 3 : 35 , 38, 42, 89, 90=00. 
77See also 2:6; 7:14; 11:38. 4:33(36); 5:18, 20,00=0. 7:14 may 
involve a textual variant. On one occaSIon Th uses £VtlJ'0V (2:37). 
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and their inter-relations.7B We have glimpsed the complex network of 
relationships that exist in the use of vocabulary, and, of all the texts 
considered, there is a question of a textual variant only in OG 7: 14 
where ~ is omitted. As we have seen, it is hardly possible to 
examine the relationship between the vocabulary of the source text and 
the translation on the basis of a formal one-to-one correspondence and 
use the statistics for textual criticism. This is especially the case with 
OG, but even a translation like Th is very complex. 
In a paper read to the IOSCS several years ago which discussed 
the methodological approach for the research of TT, Ilmari Soisalon-
Soininen expressed the extent of his concern about the mechanical 
approach to the analysis of TT when he suggested that the use of 
computers in this way was "a great loss for the research into the 
syntax of the Septuagint. ,,79 We have to agree with his concerns 
about methodology; hence the present thesis. However, it is not the 
use of computers per se, but the manner of their employment that is 
the problem. Computers are a great asset to the scholar because they 
can search machine readable texts and present the results far more 
quickly and more accurately than one can do manually. However, 
whether the results are of any practical value depends on the 
adequacy of the researcher's methodology. 
IV. Summary 
The examination of the focus on literalism as a methodology for 
the study of TT has found serious difficulties with the approach. 
First, the focus on literalism presumes that every translator intended 
to produce a formally equivalent translation at all times even though 
this is a trait of the later recensionists. Second, the focus on 
literalism fails to account for the most salient features of a translation, 
which are those instances in which the translation departs from the 
techniq ue of formal equivalence. The features of dynamic equivalence 
reveal the most important tendencies of the translator because they 
reveal the distinguishing characteristics of how the translator 
78The semantic relationship shared by terminology from the sub-
domains of wisdom or prayer would be even more complicated. 
79Soisalon-Soininen, "Fragen," p. 438, "ein grosser Verlust flir 
die Forschung der Septuaginta-Syntax." 
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rendered particular words and phrases. In a similar fashion, we have 
to consider favourite renditions and syntactical constructions employed 
by the translator in his/her work which may be literal, but may be 
different in some way from other translators. We have summarized the 
importance of analysing the unique features of a given translation by 
stating the axiom it is the idiosyncrasies of the individual translators 
that provide the most distinguishing features of TT. They bear the 
signature of the individual translator. Third, we have noted that the 
focus on literalism is inadequate as a methodology for analysis of TT 
for the purpose of using an ancient version for the textual-criticism of 
the Hebrew Bible. It is on the basis of an analysis of the finer points 
of the translation that the critic's judgement rests on the surest 
grounds. 
The contention of this thesis is that a linguistic approach in 
which the source and target texts are compared while considering the 
contrasting structures of the two languages is the way forward for 
the analysis of TT. The soundness of this approach is demonstrated 
in the work of 1. Soisalon-Soininen and his students, as well as by H. 
Szpek. In the following chapter a linguistic methodology for the 
analysis of TT will be presented. At the same time the usefulness of 
the model will be demonstrated by working with the OG and Th texts 
of Daniel in the following chapter. 
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Chapter 4 
A Methodology for the Analysis of Translation Technique 
The purpose of this chapter is to offer a theoretical basis for 
a methodology for the analysis of TT that incorporates linguistic 
principles. l This is necessary in order to justify the preceding 
criticisms of the methodology that focuses on the characteristics of 
literalism. A theoretical basis is also required in order to support 
the contention that a linguistic approach is the way forward for the 
analysis of TT. As previously mentioned, H. Szpek has recently 
offered a linguistic model for TT, and we agree with much of her 
presentation. However, Szpek does not discuss in any detail the basis 
for adopting a linguistic approach, nor does she locate her discussion 
within the context of contemporary research in TT. Though TT'has not 
received the attention of scholars that other areas of biblical 
studies have, there have been a number of articles and monographs 
published that are directly or indirectly related to the field. Since 
this thesis is concerned to argue for a specific methodology, then it 
is important to account for previous studies and offer some evaluation 
of what is helpful for someone engaging in TT research. 2 The 
presentation of the theory behind the methodology is also necessary as 
background to the textual criticism of MT. 
lFor another introduction to basic linguistic concepts and 
terminology, see S. E. Porter, "Studying Ancient Languages from a 
Modern Linguistic Perspective: Essential Terms and Terminology," FN 2 
(1989): 147-72. 
2Some works have already been mentioned in the previous chapter 
and the reader is also directed to the bibliography. For an excellent 
overall resource for what has been written, see S. Olofsson The LXX 
Version: A GUide to the Translation Technique of the Septuagint, 
ConBib.OT, 30 (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 1990). The title is 
something of a misnomer because the volume does not offer a 
methodology for the analysis of TT nor does it offer much critical 
evaluation of what has been written about TT. On the other hand, the 
companion volume is an excellent investigation of TT in the Psalms. 
See God is My Rock, ConBib.OT, 31 (Stockholm: Almqvist & Wiksell, 
1990). Tov also includes an excellent bibliography as an index to his 
article "Nature and Study," pp. 354-359. 
The qualification that this is a "preliminary" methodology has 
to be employed for two reasons. First, the science of linguistics IS 
relatively young, so there is little scholarly consensus In some 
branches within its study; and the ongoing research will bring changes 
in methodology. Second, the study of TT of the ancient versions in 
biblical studies is itself barely out of its infancy stage,3 so there 
will be continued refinements in this discipline as linguistic 
principles are applied to TT research. In recognition of these two 
limitations it follows that this chapter is an attempt to isolate the 
most significant areas of linguistic study for the analysis of TT.4 
The discussion will proceed in the following order. First, a 
definition of TT is given in order to clarify what it is that we are 
studying. Second, five basic concepts that are presupposed for the 
analysis of TT will be introduced and some of the implications of 
these concepts will be discussed. Third, the model itself is 
introduced. It should be noted that neutral terms like translator, 
source text, and target language will frequently be employed In this 
discussion because of the general applicability of the model to the 
analysis of texts. Examples will be drawn from the translation of the 
LXX, specifically the OG and Th versions of Daniel, In order to 
illustrate the principles being discussed. The reader is also 
encouraged to consult the works which are cited in the notes. 
3This despite the fact that the foundations were laid 150 years 
ago in Z. Frankel, Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta, (Leipzig: Vogel, 
1841). 
4For a basic introduction to linguistics see, G. Yule, The Study 
of Language, (Cambridge: University Press, 1985). A very concise, 
clearly written introduction to linguistics is also provided in F. 
Parker, Linguistics for Non-Linguists, (London: Taylor & Francis, 
1986). The volume by E. Nida (Toward a Science of Translating) 
remains an important resource for Biblical studies and translation 
theory. W. Bodine has edited and D.A. Black has written the best 
introductions to linguistic concepts directly applied to the biblical 
languages. See W. Bodine, ed., Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew. 
(Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992); D. A. Black, Linguistics for 
Students of New Testament Greek, (Grand Rapids: Baker, 1988). Other 
valuable monographs include M. Silva, Biblical Words and Their 
Meaning, (Grand Rapids: Zondervan, 1983); T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words 
and Structures in Biblical Hebrew, (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1985); A. 
Gibson, Biblical Semantic Logic, (Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981). 
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I. Definition of Translation Technique 
The purpose of the study of TT of the LXX is to describe how 
individual translators engaged in the task of translating a unit of 
scripture for a community. There are five aspects of this definition 
that require comment. First of all, the definition is stated in terms 
of the translator's approach to the source text as a whole, but it is 
not meant to exclude employing the phraseology TT as a description of 
how the translator treated individual elements. Second, analysis of 
TT has to concern itself primarily with individual units of scripture 
rather than the entire corpus of the LXX. S Since various books and 
portions of scripture were translated by different individuals it only 
makes sense to treat the units separately. For example, our knowledge 
of how OG renders infinitive absolutes is not going to tell us how the 
OG translator of Micah approached them. An analysis of OG will 
provide possible renditions, but we have to examine Micah in order to 
know how the translator approached infinitive absolutes in that book. 
A unit of scripture accounts for a translator who was responsible for 
more than one book and also for the situation where two or more 
translators worked on separate sections of the same book. 6 Third, the 
reference to the community of the translator recognizes that these 
translations were not carried out in a sociological and historical 
vacuum. A translation of the Bible, whether the LXX or a modern day 
version, is intended to meet the needs of a constituency. Therefore, 
it is the needs of the intended audience that will determine the kind 
of translation produced. For example, the later recensions of the LXX 
tended to be revised toward MT, though Symmachus is a notable 
exception. 7 It is also to be expected that some of the terminology 
and expressions employed will reflect the cultural background of the 
translator and the community in which s/he lives. In fact, in some 
5See Aejmelaeus, "Connectors", p. 377; Pietersma, "Septuagint 
Research," p. 298. 
6H. St . J . Thackeray, The Septuagint and Jewish Worship, (Oxford: 
University Press, 1920), 16-39; "The Bisection of Books in Primitive 
Septuagint MSS," JTS 9 (1907): 88-98. Tov, Jeremiah. 
7For a discussion of the different translation practices of the 
Greek translators within the context of ancient translation practices, 
see Brock, "Aspects," pp. 69-87; "Phenomenon," pp. 13-36. For 
examples of Sym. style see Salvesen. Symmachus, pp. 220-254. 
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cases of the ancient versions we are dealing with the community's 
understanding of scripture in the translation. 8 Fourth, we speak of 
the attempt to describe how the translator engaged in his task. It 
could be said that the study of TT attempts to expose the translator's 
discourse analysis of the parent text. 9 OUr task is not to do a 
discourse analysis ourselves, but the analysis of TT ought to 
illuminate how the translator understood the Vorlage. 10 Finally, we 
refer to individual translators out of the belief that individuals 
worked alone on the task of translation. This view seems to be 
supported by the characteristic features evident throughout individual 
units. However, the methodology could be usefully employed in the 
analysis and description of a recension involving more than one editor 
or with any texts sharing a reciprocal relationship. 
It hardly needs to be stated, but the whole process of analysing 
TT must assume that a direct relationship exists between the receptor 
text being analyzed and the source text to which it is being compared. 
The investigation of the TT of the ancient verSIons IS complicated by 
corruptions which have entered the text of the source and receptor 
8See Goshen-Gottstein, "Theory and Practice," pp. 139-162; 
Salvesen, pp. 177-193; J. Weingreen, "Rabbinic-Type Commentary in the 
LXX Version of Proverbs," in Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, 
ed. A. Shinan (Jerusalem: Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977), 407-15; 
also the more subtle examples of variant reading traditions witnessed 
to by the vocalization of the MI' in E. J. Revell, "LXX and MI': Aspects 
of Relationship," in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox 
(Mississauga: Benben, 1984), pp. 41-51. Barr has also recently 
restated his argument, that some variant readings are the result of 
translators working from unvocalized texts and without access to the 
reading tradition. See J. Barr, "~Guessing' in the Septuagint," in 
Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D. 
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers (GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1990), pp. 19-34; J. Barr, "Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew 
among the Ancient Translators," vrSupp 16 (1967): I-I!. 
9That the translators of the LXX worked mainly with fairly small 
units of text (phrase and clause) and did not consider larger units IS 
fairly obvious from the texts. See the excellent discussion in I. 
Soisalon-Soininen, "Beobachtungen zur Arbeitsweise der Septuaginta-
Obersetzer," in Isac Leo Seeligmann Volume, ed. A. Rofe and Y. 
Zakovitch (Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983), pp. 319-29. 
lOAejmelaeus ("Connectors", p. 362) speaks in a similar vein when 
she writes that the analysis of translation technique is an attempt 
"to see the translator behind it [the translation] and to appreciate 
his work." See also Barr, "Typology," p. 288. 
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languages in the course of transmission. However, in most books of 
the LXX and in the other ancient versions the correspondence between 
the source and receptor texts is so close that we are justified In 
assuming that a direct relationship does in fact exist. ll It is on 
this basis that we are able to use the LXX for textual criticism of MT 
and to help reconstruct the complicated textual history of the Hebrew 
text .12 
II. Five Presuppositions for Translation Technique 
There are five concepts that are presupposed here as fundamental 
to TT analysis. The first four derive from the study of linguistics 
proper while the last is specific to TT. There is some overlap in the 
discussion of these five presuppositions because they are 
interdependent. 
11.1. TT is Descriptive. 
By descriptive is meant that the analysis of TT is concerned 
with describing how a translator rendered the source text into the 
receptor language as opposed to evaluating the grammatical correctness 
of the translation. 13 There is no point in depicting a particular 
rendition as "barbaric" or otherwise, because these "barbarisms" arose 
chiefly due to the competing demands of remaining faithful to the 
message of the source while making that same message intelligible In 
the receptor language. The difficulties, which beset the translators 
in their task, and how they responded, are well stated by Aejmelaeus: 
With the source language and the target language differing 
IIR. Hanhart, "Zum gegenwart igen Stand der Septuagintaforschung, " 
in De Septuaginta, edt A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Mississauga: Benben, 
1984), pp. 8-9. 
12See the Excursus to CH 1. 
13Linguists describe how language IS used as opposed to 
prescribing how it ought to be used. For example, in North America 
one frequently hears statements like, "He did good." Traditional 
grammars teach that the adjective "good" is incorrect in this position 
whereas the adverb "well" would be proper English. Another example 
would be the so-called split infinitive. See H. A. Gleason, An 
Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics, Rev. edt (London: Holt, 
Rinehart and Winston, 1961), 195-209; J. Lyons, Language and 
Linguistics, (cambridge: University Press, 1981), pp. 46-54. 
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as greatly from one another, particularly with regard to 
their syntactical structures, as Hebrew and Greek a 
. . ' SemItIc and an Indo-European language, the translators 
must have often faced a conflict between two requirements 
the requirement of rendering the contents of the ' 
Scriptures in intelligible and fluent Greek and the 
requirement of following the original as closely as 
possible. Some of the translators more than others have 
yielded to the former by use of various free renderings, 
whereas literal and even Hebraistic renderings are the 
result of the latter. The study of the translation 
techniques aims at describing the translators exactly from 
this point of view and finding criterha by which to 
measure their freedom or literalness. 
Unless a grammatical anomaly may have resulted from the translator's 
misunderstanding of the Vorlage (due to textual difficulty, error or 
ignorance), it does not matter that it exists in the target text 
because the objective of TT is to describe what the translator has 
done. 
11.2. IT is Primarily Synchronic. 
"Synchronic linguistics investigates the way people speak in a 
gIven speech community at a given point of time, ,,15 as opposed to 
diachronic linguistics which focuses on the change of language through 
time. 16 The primary implication of this principle for TT is that TT 
is a description of a particular written communication given at a 
14Aejmelaeus, "Hebrew Vorlage," p. 63; Soisalon-Soininen, " · 
der Character der Obersetzung wird von zwei ganz verschiedenen 
Faktoren bestimrnt: erstens vom Stil des hebraischen Urtextes, der in 
den verschiedenen Blichern des ATs sehr unterschiedlich ist, zweitens 
von der unterschiedlichen Arbeitsweise der Obersetzer," see, 
"Methodologische Fragen," p. 426. 
15 J . Lyons, ed., New Horizons in Linguistics, (Middlesex: Penguin, 
1970), p. 14. Descriptive and synchronic are often used 
interchangeably, but for our purposes it is useful to distinguish 
between them. 
16The distinction between the two approaches and the primacy of 
the synchronic approach traces itself to the father of modern 
linguistics, Ferdinand de Saussure. See F. de Saussure, COUTS de 
linguistique generale (ed. Ch. Bally and A. Sechehaye), 5th ed. 
(Paris: Payot, 1955), pp. 79-81. There is an English translation by 
Wade Baskin, Course in General Linguistics, (New York: Philosophical 
Library, 1960). See also S. Ullmann, The Principles of Semantics, 
(Glasgow: Jackson, Son & Co., 1951), pp. 50-62; Lyons, Language, pp. 
54-58. 
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particular time. The orthography, morphology, lexical choices, and 
(to a lesser degree) the syntax of the translation will reflect the 
conventions of the language in the time and place in which it was 
produced. I? At the semantic level, the meaning of the translation for 
its intended audience is determined by the context, both the 
linguistic context and the historical context, as far as it can be 
reasonably reconstructed. IS 
There are two consequences of a synchronic description when it 
comes to the evaluation of the meaning of the translation. From the 
perspective of the reader of the target language there is no 
difference in meaning (though s/he may at times be confused), because 
this reader has no direct access to the source text. In our case, the 
LXX was usually read and understood by Greek speaking Jews and 
Christ ians wi thout reference to the Hebrew. 19 However, the 
perspective of the translator and the evaluator of the translation IS 
different from the intended/presumed reader because both have access 
to the source text. The translator may have intended to give a 
synonymous translation or to clarify the meaning of the source text 
when it was ambiguous or confusing; but from the perspective of the 
I?See our criticism of McCrystall, p. 26. 
18Context is everything when it comes to determining meaning. 
Understanding the meaning of a given communication involves far more 
than determining linguistic reference, however. Referential (eg., the 
identity of the little horn in Dan. 7) and emotive (eg., the reaction 
to so-called "four letter words") meaning is determined by 
understanding the historical context. See S. Ullmann, Principles, pp. 
60-82; Nida, Science, pp. 37-43, 57-144; the detailed treatments by A. 
Lehrer, Semantic Fields and Lexical Structures (London: North-Holland, 
1974); J. Lyons, Semantics, 2 vols. (cambridge: University Press, 
1977). In Biblical Studies the work of Barr (Semantics) is a classic; 
see also Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 137-169; E. Nida and J. P. Louw, 
Lexical Semantics of the Greek New Testament, (Atlanta: Scholars 
Press. 1992). 
19 It would be a worthy project to produce complete commentaries on 
the books of the LXX because of the effect that the translation 
process had on the biblical books and the authoritative status of the 
LXX amongst both Jews and Christians at the turn of the common era. 
The literary critical comparison of Daniel 2-7 in the MT and LXX by 
Meadowcroft (1993) offers a good example of the fruitfulness of 
examining the meaning of the Greek text in its own right, though his 
decision to use Rahlfs' edition as representative of the OG text IS 
hardly defensible. 
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evaluator the translation may actually be confusing, have a different 
meaning or even impart the exact oppos i te sense of the Vorlage. 20 
The possibility that a variant reading stems from an alternative 
Vorlage must always be considered, but there are cases when questions 
about the text from which a particular translation equivalent was 
derived are unwarranted. Besides the types of corruptions that can 
enter the text during its transmission and the various ways that the 
translators could have misread the text they translated,21 many 
renderings, which at first appear to be inexplicable, can be explained 
when we consider the synchronic and diachronic nature of language. A 
synchronic view of language ensures that we are aware that some 
puzzling translation equivalents are present In the translation, 
because the translators encountered words or concepts for which there 
was no adequate translation equivalent in the source language. 22 In 
20Szpek, pp. 59-60. Most discussions of the meaning of the LXX 
have taken problems of lexicography as their point of departure. See 
T. Muraoka, ed., Melbourne Symposium on Septuagint Lexicography, SCS, 
28 (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990); "Hebrew Hapax Legomena and 
Septuagint Lexicography," in VI I Congress of the IOSCS, ed. C. Cox 
(Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991), 205-22; J. A. L. Lee, A Lexical Study 
of the Septuagint Version of the Pentateuch, SCS, 14 (Chico: Scholars 
Press, 1983). Muraoka ("Hapax," p. 217) concludes, "What a given 
Greek word or phrase means can mostly be worked out, or should be able 
to be worked out, from within the Greek." E. Tov has been the main 
proponent of the view that the Hebrew meaning of words sometimes has 
to be considered in Septuagint Lexicography. See E. Tov, "Three 
Dimensions of LXX Words," RB 83 (1976): 529-44. In a recent article 
J. Lust acknowledges that the majority of readers of the LXX had no 
knowledge of the semitic original (p. 112). However, Lust insists 
that a LXX lexicon should "refer to the semitic original, at least in 
those cases where the deviations between a Greek word and its semitic 
equivalent can be explained on the level of word forms, but also when 
the Greek words are incomprehensible because they are transliterations 
or because they adopted the meaning of the underlying Hebrew or 
Aramaic." See J. Lust, "Translation Greek and the Lexicography of the 
Septuagint," Jsar 59 (1993): 120 and the introduct ion to LEH, pp. 
VIII-XV. 
21 The following discussion assumes that the reader is well 
acquainted with the nature and causes of textual corruptions. See 
TiOU, or any standard introduction to textual criticism. 
22CUIturai differences are particularly fertile ground for these 
kinds of differences because "a particular language will reflect in 
its vocabulary the culture of the society for which it is the medium 
of expression." See J. Lyons, Structural Semantics, (OXford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1963), pp. 40-41; E. Nida, Exploring Semantic Structures, 
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such cases the translators could attempt to restate or paraphrase the 
meaning of the source text or resort to one of three options: loan 
translation, shifts in application, or transliteration. The process 
of loan translation IS one way of introducing a change in a language 
because it involves coining new words (neologisms). For example, the 
compound apll£~VOUxO~ (Dan. 1:3, passim) comes from combining the Greek 
translations for the individual Hebrew words ~, and 0"0. 23 Since 
Greek is a highly inflected language it lent itself to the combining 
of words and affixes in this way.24 Loan-translations should not 
present any difficulty for the evaluation of variant readings, but a 
"shift in application" may be more challenging. By a "shift in 
application" we mean that the translator used a familiar word in an 
innovative way and, thereby, added a new sense to the lexeme. 25 The 
difficulty for the textual-critic is deciding whether the translator 
has merely extended the meaning of a word as a translation equivalent 
for a term in the Vorlage,26 or whether that word is employed because 
the Vorlage of the translation was different. Finally, the 
(Munich: Fink, 1975), pp. 66-78, 121-124. 
23For a discussion of the phenomenon, see Silva, Biblical Words, 
p. 87. For examples, see Thack., pp. 34-36; E. Tov, "Compound Words 
in the LXX Represent ing Two or More Hebrew Words," Bib 58 (1977): 189-. 
212; Lee, Lexical Study, pp. 113-118; P. W. Coxon, "Greek Loan-Words 
and Alleged Greek Loan Translations in the Book of Daniel," 
Transactions of the Glasgow university Oriental Society 25 (1973-74): 
24-40. 
24It need hardly be explained that this practice is related to 
"etymological" renderings. 
25 Such "shifts in appl icat ion" occur mainly through metonymy or 
metaphor and may result in polysemy. See Ullmann, Principles, pp. 
114-125. Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 82-85, 92-94. For examples, see 
the extensive list by Thack., pp. 39-55; also those noted by Tov for 
the translation of causatives in E. Tov, "The Representation of the 
causative Aspects of the Hiphtil in the LXX. A Study in Translation 
Technique," Bib 63 (1982): 421. 
26Silva notes that metaphor is by far the most common cause of 
semantic change in his study of the vocabulary of the NT. He also 
warns that since these changes involve slight extensions of meaning, 
it is always possible that the semantic development was already 
present within the native language. This is just as true for the LXX 
as the NT. See M. Silva, "Semantic Change and Semitic Influence in 
the Greek Bible: With a Study of the Semantic Field of Mind," (Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of Manchester, 1972), pp. 103-134. 
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translators sometimes chose to transliterate, particularly in the case 
of technical terms or proper names. 27 
The diachronic nature of language also has bearing on the 
analysis of TT and has corresponding implications for textual-
criticism, because the temporal distance of the translator from the 
environment in which the source text was produced may have been the 
cause of confusion or misunderstanding. Lexical items in a language 
are continually being added and deleted, or their semantic range IS 
changing. Therefore, a translator who knows the source language very 
well at a given point in time may not have access to the meaning of a 
word which has been dropped from usage. The obstacles presented by 
vocabulary are particularly acute when it comes to translating hapax 
legomena (HL) or vocabulary that occurs only rarely. In the case of 
Daniel, the problem is exacerbated by the bilingual nature of the 
source text and the high degree of borrowing between the two semitic 
languages. 28 There were three main ways that the translators of the 
LXX resolved the difficulties presented by unknown lexemes. At times 
they merely transliterated a word into Greek characters29 or omitted 
to translate the word altogether. For example, OG leaves M'~ 
untranslated not only in 7:15 where it occurs in the difficult phrase 
nl'l M')::l, but all lOx that it appears in Danie1.30 On other occasions 
27Thack ., pp. 31-33; E. Tov, "Transliterations of Hebrew Words in 
the Greek Versions of the Old Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-82. 
"Loan-words, Homophony, and Transliterations in the Septuagint," Bib 
60 (1979): 216-36. 
28Thus Charles (pp. xlvi-xlvii), Zimmerman, and Ginsberg argued 
that the whole of Daniel was originally written in Aramaic, while 
Grelot believes that chs. 4-5 of the OG were translated from a Hebrew 
revision of the Aramaic. See F. Zimmerman, "Aramaic," pp. 255-72; 
"Some Verses," pp. 349-54; Grelot, "Daniel iv," pp. 1-23; "Chapitre 
v," pp. 45-66; H.L. Ginsberg, Studies in Daniel, (Jewish Theological 
Seminary of America, 1948), pp. 41-61. Cf. this view with that of 
Jahn (pp. iv-vi) and Lust ("Daniel VII," p. 66) who argue that the 
Septuagint is a translation of a Hebrew text. 
29E. Tov, "Transliterations of Hebrew Words In the Greek Versions 
of the Old Testament," Textus 8 (1973): 78-92. 
30S. 3:6, 11, 15, 21, 23, 24(91), 25(92), 26(93); 4:7(10). See also E. 
Tov. "Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their Hebrew 
Text?," in De Septuaginta, ed. A. Pietersma and C. Cox (Mississauga: 
Benben, 1984), pp. 55-56. 
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they attempted to determine the meaning by some means of contextual 
guess, and we can distinguish four distinct types of conjecture: 
exegetical, etymological, generic renderings, or contextual "changes. ,,31 
Exegetical renderings refer to the attempts of the translators to 
render a difficult term on the basis of their exegesis of the context.32 
Etymological renditions refer to cases where the translators guessed at 
the meaning of the word based on its etymology. 33 For example, OG 
uses lCA.llPo8oc:ria to translate n'?"?"~ in 11: 21, 34 and n"P'='~ in 
11:32. lCA.llPo8oc:ria only appears in three other passages in the LXX [Ps. 
77(78):55; Ecc. 7:12(11); 1Macc. 10:89], and never for ?'='n which is 
usually rendered by Iltpitfl), Iltpi~. However, lCA.llPOOOc:ria is related to the 
nouns lCA.llPOVOllta and lCA.iipo~ and the verbs lCA.llPOVOIl£fI) and 1CA.1)pO(j) whose 
semantic domain overlaps with that of Iltpitfl), Iltpi~. It also happens 
that the semantic domains of two of the main Hebrew terms which 
these Greek words translate also overlap: n'='nl, meaning in various 
contexts "possession," "portion," or "inheritance; ,,34 ?'='n meaning 
"portion," "share," "possession.,,35 In 11:21, 34 (32?) the translator 
incorrectly guessed that n'P"?"n:l "flatteries" was derived from ?'='n 
3lTov 's ("Did the Translators," pp. 53-70) terminology has been 
borrowed, but the categories are organized differently. Tov includes 
renditions based on parallelism as a separate category. 
32 See the examp Ie, nil iptl on p. 120 above. 
33See TCU, pp. 241-250. The volume by X. Jacques is an important 
aid for identifying etymological roots. See List of Septuagint Words 
Sharing Common Elements, (Rome: Biblical Institute, 1972). In his 
article "Did the Translators," pp. 67-69, Tov distinguishes two types 
of etymological renditions. The other type of etymological rendering 
involves instances where the translators recognized the root of the 
word in their Vorlage and employed a Greek equivalent from a word 
group which rendered the semitic root elsewhere. Of course, not all 
of those instances constitute a guess because sometimes the 
translation conformed to Greek usage. The examples given below 
illustrates both ways that the translators employed etymology in their 
translations. 
34BDB , p. 635. 
35BDB , pp. 323-324. 
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and chose to translate with ICA.llPooOGia.36 
The third means of conjecture open to the translator was to use 
a general-term whose meaning seemed to fit from the context. For 
example, in 9:26 the translator employed u1tOGta8llaua\ for n~' (niphal 
imperfect, HL in Daniel). The MT is usually interpreted as a reference 
to the killing of Onias.37 McCrystall argues that the LXX rendition is 
a case of Tendenz and that the translator intends the passage to be a 
reference to the deposition of Jason rather than the killing of Onias 
In.38 Although McCrystall does not discuss how it is that 
a2toata9llattat is better understood as a "deposition," we would 
understand him to mean that the general sense of the verb in the 
context is "to be removed." In contrast to McCrystall, P. David argues 
that there was "probably" a different verb in the Vorlage which 
referred to the removal of a high priest. Apparently, however, David 
does not feel it is necessary to justify this argument by indicating 
what verb this might have been.39 Either suggestion is possible, of 
course, but it is more likely that the translator was attempting to 
reproduce his Vorlage in Greek to the best of his ability and used a 
favourite verb in this context. The likelihood that the translator 
resorted to a favourite "generic" translation equivalent is indicated by 
the frequency of occurrence and the variety of words rendered by 
360ther instances where a cognate of ICA.llPolioaia translates .fp"n are 
Jos. 12:7; Ps. 15(16):5, 53:12; Hos. 5:7; Is. 53:12. Cf. McCrystall (pp. 86-
88) who characterizes ICA.llPolioaia as an example of Tendenz because it is 
not a "normal" Septuagint translation. The fact is OG decided not to 
render p"n with p£pi~, and OG never uses J1£pi~ at all. 
37 Mont., p. 381-
38McCrystall, pp. 252-253, sees 9:26 as an historicizing of the 
prophecy and argues that the 139 years add up to the deposition of 
Jason. 
39David, p. 311, suggests Jason as a possibility, but apparently 
is unaware of McCrystall's work. David argues that the earlier 
Vorlage which can be reconstructed from the LXX envisaged the 
restoration of the temple and the vindication of the High Priest. His 
interpretation in vs. 26 depends on the "probability" of the different 
verb as we 11 as the dubious emendat ion of 'lpiapa to 'lp\ato~ based on the 
reading of n~c (vs. n~) in MT (pp. 296-297, 312-313). How can 
there be any controls on methodology if he wants to propose a Vorlage 
for the LXX but prefers a reading of MT in order to justify it? 
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aqiGt1un. Even a glance at HR under ~lG'tav, a,lG'tavul, a,lG'tUv£lV would 
reveal there are twelve occurrences of atlGt1UI.l for five semitic verbs 
in OG.
40 
In OG, and the rest of the LXX, the verb is most often 
employed in the sense "turn away, depart"--whether it is Catta'tll"£v clxo 
GO'\) (i.e. God, Dan. 9:9) or clnOG'tllvat ano 'tow clp.apnG>v 1l"QlV (Dan. 9: 13 )41 __ 
and "remove, withdraw. ,,42 This latter sense overlaps with the 
meaning of the Hebrew ni~' "will be cut off," so the OG translator 
employed one of his favourite words in the general sense of "will be 
removed. ,,43 This explanation is confirmed by the very similar 
situation in 11:4 where the OG uses anOG'tU9i)GUUl to translate ~n)n (a 
nip hal imperfect of a verb which is a HL in Daniel!).44 Confronted by 
an unfamiliar verb in the niphal imperfect, and a context in which it 
could be guessed that the meaning of the verb in 11:4 was something 
like "will be removed/destroyed," the translator opted for the exact 
same form of a favourite verb which had been employed earlier. 
Finally, the last type of contextual guess refers to times when 
the translators seem to have read the consonantal text differently in 
order to produce their translation. That is, their reading is based on 
an adjustment of one or more letters in the consonantal text. For 
4°71,,: 7:12 (aph.); iiO: 9:9; i'C: 9:5,11 (q.), 11:31 (hi.), 
12:11 (ho.). 11:4 is also problematic (HR marks with a dagger) and is 
discussed below. 3:29, 35; 4:I5-MT=0; 2:5, 8 are hexaplaric. The vb. 
IS only 7 times in Th. 
41See Jer. 40(33):8; Sir. 2:3; 1 Ki. 16:14. 
42See Dan. 3:35; Jer. 14:19; Jud. 13:14; 1 Ki. 6:3. 
43See also the similar use in Provo 23:18. An examination of the 
renderings for ni~ in the LXX also reveals that the translators 
employed various equivalents. See the list of equivalents in E. C. Dos 
Santos, ed., An Expanded Hebrew Index for the Hatch-Redpath 
Concordance to the Septuagint. (Baptist House, Jerusalem: Dugith, 
n.d.), 95. 
44McCrystall, pp. 90-91, argues for the future middle in 11:4 
(anoGt~£tul) which is attested in 967, though he never explains the 
importance of the point. In our view it is at least as likely that 
967 omi tted a9 from the future passive and produced the middle form 
due to parablepsis or phonetic error as it is that the letters were 
added to an original future middle (See also 3:24 in CH 2.II.2). The 
fact that the future middle would be a hapax legomenon casts further 
doubt on the probability of the reading. 
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example, In Dan. 8:25 the MT has the difficult reading, " C!:lK:l' 
"wi thout hand," which CG renders with lCai n0111G£\ Guvayf&lyi)v 1£\P~ "and 
[then] he will make/cause a gathering by [his] hand." However we 
construe the Greek, the reading seems to be derived from the 
translator having read C!:lK:l as a hiphil perfect of !:at (~'CKi1') .45 
The argument that the translator has reread the consonantal text is 
based on the fact that the addition of the auxiliary verb nOtE(&) was one 
of the means of the translator's to render causatives46 and GuvaYf&l 
frequently renders ~K. In effect, the translator read a i1 for :l, 
transposed the letters C~, and read the changed letters as a hifil 
perfect with' consecutive. The motivation for this change was that 
the translator did not know the meaning of the HL~. Now, it may 
be that a variant had already arisen in the text before the 
translator, but given the evidence it is more likely that the 
translator adjusted the text so that he could make sense out of it. 
As Tov suggests, the translator may have assumed (or at least 
justified his approach in his own mind) that a scribe had made a 
transcript ional error. 47 
11.3. Langue and Parole. 
Another distinction made by Saussure was that between langue and 
parole (there are no generally accepted translation equivalents in 
English). Langue refers to language as an abstract system, which is 
common to all speakers of a language community, while parole refers to 
the actual discourse of individuals within the community.48 Both of 
these aspects of language play an important role in the study of Tr. 
In the act of translation the original translator has to read the 
45A similar reading of the verb occurs in Th, but towards a very 
different interpretation. See R. Hanhart, "The Translation of the 
Septuagint in Light of Earlier Tradition and Subsequent Influences," 
in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke 
and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992), p. 364. Note also 
that Hanhart continuously refers to Th as a translation. 
46 See E. Tov, "The Representation of the causative Aspects of the 
Hiphtil in the LXX. A Study in Translation Technique," Bib 63 (1982): 
422-23. 
47Tov , "Did the Translators," pp. 61-64. 
48LYOns, Seman tics, p. 239. 
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source text (which as a written document is an example of ~role), and 
attempts to decode the meaning of that text on the basis of his/her 
knowledge of the grammar of the source language (langue). The 
translator then has to encode the message of the source text In the 
receptor language (parole) based on his/her knowledge of the grammar 
of that language (langue). These are minimum requirements for what 
the translator does though we cannot be absolutely sure how the 
neurological process takes place. 49 
TT analyzes language as it is employed In the receptor text, so 
it is an investigation of the parole of that particular unit of 
translation. The basis for the comparison is the source text (see 
11.5 below), but TT is an analysis of how the translator chose to 
render the source text In the target language. Another word to refer 
to the choices made by an author in speech or writing is style. 50 
Since style is at the very essence of TT we cannot agree with Szpek 
who regards style as one of the four main elements of a translation 
(along with grammar, syntax, and semantics) to be analyzed. She 
defines style as "elements of choice which an author can impart to a 
text for aesthetic reasons," and limits the investigation of stylistic 
elements to three areas: sentence type, figurative language, and 
idiom. 51 The analysis of style could be limited in the way that Szpek 
does, but it tends to foster ambiguity because there are a multitude 
of features in a discourse that contribute to the aesthetic quality 
(and meaning) of the text. Even though the content of the translation 
is highly influenced by the source text, the translator still chooses 
particular words (sometimes based on phonology), syntax, and 
rhetorical devices in the creation of the translation. 52 The elements 
49Chomsky has argued that the faculty for language is genetically 
encoded in the brain; but, even if this is true, we do not know how 
the process takes place. See N. Chomsky, Rules and Representations, 
(Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980), pp. 3-87, 185-216; Lyons provides a 
useful overview in Language, pp. 248-257. 
50See Ullmann, Style, pp. 101-242. 
51Szpek, pp. 24, 201-257. 
52For an excellent volume on style and discourse as it relates to 
biblical studies, see Nida et aI, Style and Discourse: With Special 
Reference to the Greek New Testament, (cape Town: United Bible 
Societies, 1983). A full discourse analysis of the translation is 
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that Szpek treats as aspects of style are readily treated under other 
categories (see III.1.i.). 
While TT is a description of the parole in a particular 
translation unit, it is important to recognize that the translator's 
interpretation of the source text is based on his/her understanding of 
the langue of the source language as it is applied to that particular 
text. 53 It is for this reason that we can say that the study of TT 
will expose the translator's discourse analysis of the parent text. 54 
Another way of describing the process of translation and the 
perspective of the one engaged in the study of TT is to visualize it 
as we have it in Figure 1. 
Tra:lSf.."f Systen::. 
Decode Enccde 
..!I. 
Source Langue Re::eptor lan6ue 
, R 
Figure 1 
In Figure 1 the S stands for the source text while the R stands 
for the receptor text. The Transfer System is the translator. There 
beyond the parameters of TT because of its concern to compare the 
translation with its Vorlage. 
53Two recent grammars wri tten from the perspect ive of modern 
linguistics to aid the study of TT in the LXX are B. Waltke and M. 
O'Connor, Introduction to Biblical Hebrew Syntax, (Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 1990); S.E. Porter, Idioms of the Greek New Testament, 
(JSOT: Sheffield, 1992). 
54Whether the translator renders words or phrases more or less In 
isolation from the larger context, or attempts to bear in mind the 
larger context as slhe treats the smaller units, s/he is grappling 
with the structure of the discourse. Furthermore, the fact that a 
translator makes a more or less word-for-word formally equivalent 
translation does not necessarily entail that s/he did not consider the 
larger context. See Barr, "Typology," p. 297; Soisalon-Soininen, 
"Methodologische Fragen," p. 431. 
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are other factors which enter into the process of decoding the meaning 
of the source text such as the translator's knowledge of vocabulary 
and cultural differences, but the present focus is the interplay of 
langue and parole for the translator who acts as the medium of 
transferring the source text into the target language. As a point of 
interest the reader of the receptor text has been included in the 
diagram in order to point out that slhe has no access to the original 
text or the translation process. The diagram also makes clear that 
the analyst of TT stands above the source and receptor texts, able to 
view both simultaneously and, therefore, is in a position to describe 
how the translator (Transfer System) went about the task of 
translation. Ideally, the analyst of TT would be omniscient regarding 
the language, time and place in which both texts were produced and 
would have both texts in their original form. 
It is obvious from the discussion thus far that we are far from 
the ideal position to an analysis of TT of the LXX. However, despite 
the deficiencies in our knowledge regarding the production and copying 
of both the MT and LXX, the task is not impossible. We can never 
attain absolute certainty in our results but we can achieve a high 
degree of probability. 
11.4. TT is an Analysis of Structure. 
The emphasis on structuralism in linguistics once again 
originates with Saussure. The thesis of structuralism is: 
. • . that every language is a unique relational 
structure, or system, and that the units which we 
identify, or postulate as theoretical constructs, in 
analysing the sentence of a particular language (sounds, 
words, meanings, etc.) derive both their essence and their 
existence from their relationships with other units in the 
same language-system. We cannot first identify the units 
and then, at a subsequent stage of the analysis, enquire 
what combinatorial or other relations hold between them: 
we simultaneous~ identify both the units and their 
interrelations. 
We can illustrate this thesis at any level of language. For example, 
at the level of phonology the b in big is said to be syntagmatically 
related to i and g. If the b were combined syntagmatically with the 
55Lyons, Semantics, pp. 231-232. 
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letters a and r a different word would result, bar. At the same time 
the b is paradigmatically related to d, f, g, j, p, r, t (tig is a 
children's game in England which is called tag in North America), w, 
and z. Linguists use minimal pairs such as big pig tig etc. in order 
to determine the abstract system of sounds (phonemes) in a language, 
which distinguish meaning in the actual sounds that we hear and say.56 
The same principles are employed when the word big is examined as part 
of the sequence the big dog. In this phrase big is said to be in 
syntagmatic relation with the and dog. We could also substitute the 
paradigmatically related words brown, shaggy, or small for big and 
still have a grammatically correct and semantically acceptable phrase 
(or syntagm), though its meaning would be different. Just as the 
selection and combination of different phonemes to create different 
words reflects the structure of the phonological system, the selection 
and combination of different words reflects the lexical structure. 
"The theoretically important point is that the structure of the 
language-system depends at every level upon the complementary 
principles of selection and combination. ,,57 
The selection and combination of different units also affects 
the semantic information of the message. 58 This is most obvious at 
the paradigmatic level. For example, the words the big do.gdo not 
convey the same meaning as the brown dog where colour, and not size, 
is the point of emphasis even though the referent is the same. The 
role of syntagmatic relations (context) in determining meaning can be 
illustrated by comparing the big poodle with the big German Shepherd. 
A better example would be to contrast the big man (fat or person in 
charge) with the big brother (older or guardian). A more extensive 
discussion of the structural relations between the senses of words is 
given below (III.1.iii.). 
56See Gleason, Linguistics, 14-26; Yule, Language, pp. 44-48. 
57LYOnS, Semantics, p. 241; Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 108-112. 
The same principles apply to the morphological and syntactical 
structure. Syntax will be discussed below. For an example of this 
approach applied to the morphology of the Hebrew verb, see Gleason, 
Linguistics, pp. 67-73. 
58Lyons, Semantics, pp. 241-242; Nida, Science, pp. 99-101. For a 
good discussion of the theory of semantic fields, see Lehrer, Semantic 
Fields, pp. 15-43. 
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The connection between the structure of the language system and 
semantic information conveyed is critical for the analysis of TT, 
because the structure of two different languages will inevitably 
reveal differences. In the process of translating the translator IS 
immediately confronted with the clash between structure and meaning. 
That is, if the translator attempts to render the source text using 
the same surface structures in the target language (formal 
equivalence), then there is liable to be some loss of meaning. Loss 
of meaning occurs because the surface structures of the target 
language do not convey meaning in the same way as the surface 
structures of the source language. Conversely, the decision to render 
the meaning of the Vorlage will often require the choice of different 
surface structures in the target language (dynamic equivalence).59 In 
the LXX the translators were able to reproduce the formal structure of 
their semitic Vorlage largely because of the freedom allowed in Greek 
word order. This ability to mimic the semitic text resulted In 
unusual, but rarely "grammatically incorrect" Greek. More often is 
the case that grammatically correct Greek is found, but certain 
constructions occur with unusual frequency; and/or typical Greek 
idioms are not encountered as frequently as would otherwise be 
expected. However, as the criticisms in the third chapter revealed, 
in the midst of the basically formal approach there is relevance in 
the variations that we do find. At this point it is best to offer 
some examples to illustrate the differences between the linguistic 
structure of Hebrew and Greek, and how they relate to TT. 
One area where significant differences in the structures of two 
59Nida , Science, pp. 159-176. For the most part we only have to 
be concerned with the surface (as opposed to deep) structure of 
grammar because the LXX translators reproduced so much of the formal 
structure of their source. However, occasions where the translators 
made additions to the text to make an element explicit that was only 
implicit in the source text, or made transformations (eg. changed an 
active verb to a passive) do reflect their understanding of deep 
structure. For explanations of deep structure (transformational) 
grammar, see J. Lyons, Chomsky, (London: Fontana, 1970); A. Radford, 
Transformational Syntax: A student's guide to extended standard 
theoIY, (cambridge: University Press, 1981). 
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languages will appear is syntax,60 and one subject within syntax to 
study is how clauses are connected to one another through the use of 
conjunctions. Conjunctions do not have referential meaning but 
function on the syntactic level to indicate the logical relationship 
between two or more clauses. For this reason they are referred to as 
functional or grammatical morphemes. 61 Since clause connectors 
indicate the relationship between clauses, their translation in any 
given instance depends on the connection between the clauses in which 
they appear. In theory, a translation would express In the 
appropriate style and syntax of the target language the logical 
relationship of the two clauses in the source language. The process 
of reproducing these logical relationships from one language into 
another presents certain challenges, because no two languages use 
conjunctions in the same way. For example, the extensive use of , in 
HA means that discourse is chiefly paratactic in style; whereas Greek 
tends to prefer elaborate subordinate clauses and participial 
constructions. Due to the different means of expressing the 
relationships between clauses in HA and Greek, and the fact that Greek 
has such a variety of conjunctions and syntactical possibilities at its 
disposal, there are often a number of possible ways for the Greek to 
express the meaning of the HA. However, despite the options available 
the LXX more often than not renders the' wi th lCui. lCui has a high 
rate of occurrence throughout the LXX, while O£ appears relatively 
seldom. In original Greek the situation is reversed.62 As Aejmelaeus 
has so cogently argued, the significance of the translation of , for TT 
is not so much the use of lCui (since that was the formal equivalent), 
60syntactical criteria for the analysis of TT have been the focus 
of Soisalon-Soininen, Aejmelaeus, and Sollamo in their investigations 
of the Septuagint. Besides the works previously mentioned see the 
bibliography. A handy compendium of I. Soisalon-Soininen's work has 
been published as Studien zur Septuagin ta-Syn tax, AASF, B, 237 
(Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987). 
61yule , Language, p. 61; Ullmann, Principles, p. 59. 
62rhis was noted to be the case in the OG and Th versions of 
Daniel by Wikgren, "Comparative Study," pp. 18, 25; see also R. A. 
Martin, "Some Syntactical Criteria of Translation Greek," VI' 10 
(1960): 295-310. Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," pp. 368-371) finds 
that yap and o'6v are also comparatively infrequent in the 
LXX. 
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but the type and frequency of alternative renditions. 63 Different 
patterns of usage may also indicate different translators of 
scriptural units or later recensionists. 64 Depending on the 
consistency of TT, a particular usage may be valuable for textual 
criticism as well. 
Other ways that syntactical differences between languages affect 
TT have to do primarily with how the translator fills the required 
positions of the source language in the target text. These categories 
are commonly referred to as "slot and filler." Here we have to do 
with paradigmatic and syntagmatic relations on the syntactic level. 
For example, the clause He barks consists of a noun phrase (subject) 
and a verb phrase (predicate). We could replace the noun phrase with 
any number of different options such as Lassie, The ferocious dog, or 
The ferocious one. We could also expand the noun phrase by adding 
some kind of qualifier such as, The dog on the porch, or The dog who 
is on the porch, etc. It will be noticed that it is possible to add 
slots in various positions on the syntagmatic level, but that only 
certain classes of structures can fill (are paradigmatically related) 
particular positions. Ferocious and on the porch cannot fill one 
another's slots, while on the porch and who is on the porch are 
interchangeable but are composed of different structures. 
The point of all this discussion for TT is that differing 
languages, such as Hebrew and Greek, not only arrange their slots 
differently; they also can fill them differently.65 When transferring 
63Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 369-370. See particularly 
her criticism of McGregor (Ezekiel, pp. 51-54) who describes the 
statistical differences in how' is rendered in the Pentateuch as 
meaningless. 
64This type of comparison is the basis of several investigations, 
such as those by Thackeray, Tov, and McGregor. See H. St. J. 
Thackeray, "Bisection," pp. 88-98; "Renderings of the Infinitive 
Absolute in the LXX," JTS 9 (1908): 597-601; the works of Barthelemy 
(1963), Shenkel (1968), Tov (1976), Bodine (1980), Greenspoon (1983), 
and McGregor (1985). 
65See Porter, Idioms, pp. 286-297. For an examination of word 
order in Biblical Hebrew see T. Muraoka, Emphatic Words, pp. 1-46; E. 
J. Revell, "The Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses in 
Bib I i ca I Hebrew," JSS 34 (1989): 1-24. There have been severa I 
studies on syntax and/or word order in Daniel. See W. F. Stinespring, 
"The Active Infinitive with Passive Meaning in Biblical Aramaic," JBL 
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a message from one language to another the translator first has to 
decode the syntactic structure of the source text and then has to 
choose appropriate structures in the source language to encode the 
translation. 66 A translator following a model of formal 
correspondence attempts to fill each slot in the target text with the 
same structure and in the same order as the source text. However, 
there are often other options available for the translator to employ. 
For example, in Dan. 1:5 the Hebrew reads: ,~ l~-nco. OG 
substitutes an adjective in the attributive position for the definite 
noun in the genitive and translates with axo til; pa(nl.\lI:il~ tpadt;ll~. The 
Greek language allowed the translator to choose a structure which can 
fill a different slot in order to convey the same meaning. Compare Th 
who translates with ano til; tpadtll~ pa(nl.tOl~. 
Structural divergences and the ability to choose alternative 
renderings can result in various types of changes in the formal 
structure of the target text when compared to the source text. The 
example in the previous paragraph illustrated a change in word order 
as well as in word class (morphology). The addition or omission of 
articles, prepositions, conjunctions, and pronouns in a translation is 
also common due to differing linguistic structures. 61 What is 
required in one language is redundant in another. 68 The number of 
changes will be affected by the degree to which the translator 
attempts to adhere to the formal structure of the source text, but 
81 (1962): 391-94; H. B. Ros~n, "On the Use of the Tenses in the 
Aramaic of Daniel," JSS 6 (1961): 183-203; J. G. Williams, "A critical 
Note on the Aramaic Indefinite Plural of the Verb," JBL 83 (1964): 
180-82; Ashley, pp. 48-54; P. W. Coxon, "The Syntax of the Aramaic of 
Daniel," HUCA 48 (1977): 107-22; E. M. COOk, "Word Order in the 
Aramaic of Daniel," Afroasiat ic Linguist ics 9 (1986): 1-16; W. R. 
Garr, "On the Alternat ion Between Construct and DI Phrase in Biblical 
Aramaic," JSS 35 (1990): 213-31. 
66This is the emphasis of J. Heller's investigation in which he 
states, "Man mu13 also gleich • • • die Frage stellen, inwiewei t die 
Abweichungen des LXX von ihrer Vorlage durch die sprachlichen 
Mochlichkeiten des Griechischen bedingt wurden." See "Grenzen 
sprachl icher Entsprechung der LXX, II MID 5 (1969): 234. 
67See the analysis and application of case theory to the Greek 
case system in S. Wong, "What case is This case? An App li cat ion of 
Semantic case in Biblical Exegesis," Jian ~o 1 (1994): 75-107. 
68See Nida, Science, pp. 226-238. 
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even in Th there are times when additions or omissions occur. Some of 
these changes may at times reflect a formal rendering of a text that 
was slightly different from MT, but extreme care and judicious 
arguments must guide any argument in a specific text. 69 A slightly 
different cause of a change can be a structure which is ambiguous in 
the source text. In the choice of a specific rendering the translator 
may have to resolve the ambiguity. On the other hand, the translator 
may not have perceived any ambiguity at all. For example, in 4:24(27) 
MT has "!1,'fP' ~.,~, which could be translated as "length of your 
prosperity." However, Th has PCllCpOe'Dp~ to~ JEapaKtcOpuai (01) 
"forbearance toward your sin" by reading the pointing of MT as 
1t1~a,'7 ~~. It is easy to see how ;o"M "healing" and ;o-m 
"lengthening" (the marker of the vowel' may not have been written), 
and ,a,vi "neglect, error" and ;,r,vi "ease, prosperity" (with the addition 
of the pronominal suffix they were written identically in a consonantal 
text, 'T',a,tli) could be confused. The decisive reason why the pointing 
of MT is accepted as correct by commentators is the fact that the 
adjective i'1a,vi "at ease" appears in 4:1.70 
We will explore the significance of the morphological and lexical 
structure of language for TT in further detail below (see III. l.i,iii) , 
but our discussion has demonstrated that TT has to be concerned with 
the detailed analysis of structure. Structure and meaning--or form 
and content--are integrally related in a language and no two 
languages are exactly alike. Therefore, in the process of translating 
from one language into another the ancient translator had to resolve 
the tension of reproducing the meaning of the Vorlage in an acceptable 
form in the target language. The overwhelming preference in the LXX 
was to encode that meaning in the target language using similar 
structures as the source language, but this was not always practical 
69See the discussion of non-variants in TOU, pp. 217-228; 
. "9 "V'" AeJmelaeus, "What can We Know? pp. 58-8 ; Wevers, erSlons, pp. 15-
24. 
70See Mont., p. 243 and Goldingay, p. 81. Meadowcroft, p. 309, 
incorrectly suggests that "while this translation could owe something 
to a broadening semantic range of the Aramaic, it also, has a 
theological point to it." It is true that the resulting text of Th 
has a different theological slant, but the difference is based in a 
different reading of the consonantal text and was not due to any 
interpretive activity. 
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or desirable. Different translators departed from formal equivalence 
for divergent reasons. For this reason, the analysis of TT is based on 
the detailed study of the structure of a translation unit--word by 
word, phrase by phrase, clause by clause--by comparing and 
contrasting how the translator made a particular rendition in a specific 
context with all other renditions of the same element. 
II.5. TT takes the Source Language as its Point of Departure. 
Considering what we have already written about the translation 
process, there should be little need to establish this last point. As we 
have emphasized, the aim of TT is to describe how a translator 
rendered the source text; therefore, the point of comparison for the 
renderings in the target language is always going to be the parent 
text.71 This methodological presupposition was clearly established in 
the work of Frankel in 1841, and was followed in the later work of 
Thackeray and Wifstrand.72 During the recent resurgence of studies 
in the field of TT this principle has been taken for granted.73 
However, there have been several works that have not followed this 
principle and must be used with great care.74 There is little gained 
as far as TT is concerned if the investigator compares the use and 
frequency of a certain Greek construction in the LXX without 
investigating the HA from which the uses were derived. 
Emphasizing that TT analyses how the translator rendered the 
71soisalon-Soininen, "Methodologische Fragen," pp. 426-428; 
Aejmelaeus, "Clause Connectors," pp. 362-369. 
72Thackeray, "Renderings;" "Bisection;" A. Wifstrand, "Die 
Stellung der enklitischen Personalpronomina bei den Septuaginta," 
Bulletin de 1a Societe Royale des Lettres de Lund 1 (1949-50): 44-70. 
730ther studies worthy of note which have not yet been mentioned 
include C. Rabin, "The Ancient Versions and the Indefinite Subject," 
Textus 2 (1962): 60-76; D. Weissert, "Alexandrian Word-Analysis and 
Septuagint Translation Techniques," Textus 8 (1973): 31-44; J. A. L. 
Lee, "Equivocal and Stereotyped Renderings in the LXX," RB 87 (1980): 
104-17. 
74This is particularly true of M. Johannessohn, Der Gebrauch der 
Prapositionen in der Septuaginta, (Berlin: Weidmannsche, 1925); Der 
Gebrauch der Kasus in der Septuaginta, (Ph.D. Dissertation, Berlin 
1910). The same can be said of Rife's investigations ("Mechanics" and 
"Daniel"), though at the time he was concerned with the question of 
whether the gospels were translations of semitic originals. 
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source text does not mean that the target language is ignored, because 
the significance of the renderings employed for a specific construction 
are better understood when compared to contemporary writings in the 
source language.75 Such a comparison yields information concerning 
the degree to which the translators conformed to contemporary usage 
of the target language, or, on the other hand, the influence of the 
source language.76 In the case of the LXX, the pervasive influence of 
the LXX on the NT and the appearance of Septuagintisms (eg. IeUl 
tyatto) at one time engendered fierce debates about the semitic 
character of the gospels.77 Ideally, we would compare every element 
in the translation to its use in contemporary literature. This 
procedure is feasible when only one feature of translation is 
examined, but impractical when studying a whole translation. 78 For 
this reason we will have to limit detailed analysis to selected 
features. 
In conclusion, the description of the TT of a unit of 
translation requires the comparison of the translation equivalents of 
the unit with the elements of the source text from which they were 
derived. The comparison of the translation equivalents with their 
75 So 11 arno, " Improper prepos i t ions," pp. 473-475; Sem iprepos it ions, 
pp. 3-10. 
76Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," p. 363) notes that the degree 
of difficulty involved in the source text is another factor to 
consider in the analysis of TT. 
77A. Deissman was the leading exponent of the view that the 
language of the NT was not a Jewish Greek dialect although the NT does 
contain semitisms which were mediated through the LXX. See A. 
Deissmann, The Phi lology of the Greek Bible: Its Present and Future, 
(London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1908), p. 65; A. Thumb, Die griechische 
Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus, (Strassburg: Karl J. TrUbner, 
1901). Silva gives a very lucid analysis of this debate from the 
perspective of the distinction between langue and p8role in 
"Bilingualism," pp. 198-219. See also Rife ("Mechanics" and 
"Daniel"), Wikgren ("Comparative Study"), and Martin ("Syntactical 
Criteria" and Semitic Evidences) for discussions of the 
characteristics of translation vs. original Greek. 
780ne of the strengths of the work of Soisalon-Soininen, 
Aejmelaeus, and, particularly, Sollamo is their comparison of the 
translation equivalents of the LXX to the standard usage of those 
equivalents in a selection of writings from the large corpus of extant 
Greek literature. 
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... 
usage in contemporaneous texts of the target language will also 
illuminate the degree to which the translation adheres to the standard 
of usage In the target language. On this basis we are able to: 
1. Descr~be ~he gen~ral character of the TT employed. 
2. DescrIbe In detaIl any feature in the translation. 
3. Determine the idiosyncrasies or features of the 
translation and thereby isolate the distinguishing 
characteristics of the individual translator or 
recensionist. 
4. Apply the knowledge gained from TT to textual 
criticism. 
III. A Model for Translation Technique 
Having established some presuppositions and discussed their 
implications for the analysis of TT, we can now present the model for 
analysing a text. As previously mentioned, the approach presented 
here has been anticipated in many respects by Heidi Szpek's recent 
examination of the Peshitta to Job. For this reason, it is 
appropriate to employ her terminology and categories as much as 
possible in order to promote standardization. However, there are 
significant differences in the approach presented here that will be 
explained in due course. First, there are some introductory comments 
on the model. 
It will be recalled from our diagram in Sec. 11.3. that the act 
of translation requires the use of a transfer system (a translator) to 
decode the message of the source text and encode that message in the 
target language. To break down that picture even further we would say 
that the translator has to first decode individual structural elements 
of the source text. The translator then has to encode that message In 
the target language, but s/he must make adjustments in the formal 
structure of the message due to the different linguistic structures of 
the two languages. The number of adjustments will largely depend upon 
the inherent differences in the two languages and how closely the 
translator attempts to maintain formal correspondence with the source 
text. There are of course other reasons why adjustments were made in 
the case of the ancient versions (eg. textual difficulties, errors by 
the translator). Finally, we have to do with the actual translated 
element in the target text. What is the effect on the meaning of the 
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structure which has passed through the transfer system? Is it 
basically synonymous, or has some alteration taken place? Viewed in 
this way the "act of translation can be conceptualized as a systematic 
process involving four interconnected components. ,,79 To adopt the 
terminology of Szpek, the names of these four components are: 1. 
Element of Translation; 2. Adjustment; 3. Motivation; 4. Effect on 
Meaning. 
As the diagram in Sec. 11.3. makes clear, the analyst of TT 
stands above the translation process and seeks to describe what 
happened. Therefore, if the translation process involves four steps 
as outlined above, then we can utilize the same four categories to 
analyze an existing text. Each of the four main components can be 
broken down into various subcategories as depicted below in Figure 2. 
The diagram is based on the one provided by Szpek except for changes 
introduced to account for the results of our research. 80 
In the remainder of this section each of the four maIn 
components of translation will be discussed in order to clarify any 
significant issues and to indicate where our approach differs from 
Szpek. There is no necessity to define and give examples for every 
subcategory individually because Szpek has already done so.81 We have 
also discussed many of the subcategories in Sec. II. above, and they 
will be amply illustrated in the analysis in the following chapter. 
The majority of space is given to the treatment of the first main 
category for two reasons. First, the most significant differences 
between Szpek and myself are in how to subdivide the structure of the 
text. Second, the discussion concerning the elements of translation 
will entail some remarks about the other categories because the latter 
presuppose the former. 
79szpek, p. 13. As previously mentioned, we do not know exactly 
how this occurs as a neurological function. The division of the 
translation process into four components is merely an aid for 
organization and explanation. 
80See Szpek, p. 15. The additions made to her diagram are 
indicated by bold lettering, while omissions are separated from their 
column and placed in brackets. 
81szpek, pp. 16-59. 
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111.1. Element of Translation 
The analysis of TT is based on the presupposition that we first 
have to define what the translator has done before we can begin to 
answer how and why slhe did it. In order to explain this distinction 
it is helpful to recall the diagram in Sec. 11.3. and the discussion 
in the introduction to this section. If "the translator has to first 
decode individual structural elements of the source text [before s/he] 
encoders] that message in the target language," then the analyst of TT 
begins by comparing the similarities and differences between the 
structural elements in the source and receptor texts. It is by means 
of this formal comparison that differences are discovered that were 
introduced by the transfer system (the translator). Therefore, it is 
only after this initial comparison that the analyst can begin to 
formulate answers to the questions about the transfer system, i.e. how 
the translator made changes (Adjustment), why the changes were made 
(Motivation), and finally the effect that these changes had on 
meanIng. 
According to the TT model the elements of translation can be 
classified under three subcategories: Morphology, Syntax, and 
Lexicology. Since these translational elements are the basis for the 
investigation of TT; we will examine each of them individually. 
First, however, we will discuss the differences between Szpek's 
approach and the one proposed here. 
The classification proposed here is different from Szpek's in 
three areas. The first is very trivial. Where Szpek uses the term 
Grammar we use Morphology. Many linguists and the vast majority of 
biblical scholars would understand the study of grammar to include 
both morphology and syntax; therefore, this distinction should be kept 
in the model to avoid confusion. The exclusion of Style and the 
substitution of Lexicology for Semantics as categories are more 
substantive changes. 
Style is excluded because it cuts across all linguistic 
categories so that each choice is to some degree representative of 
style; therefore, a separate category to mark so-called aesthetic 
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features of style IS arbitrary.82 Szpek lists three topics under 
Style: figurative language, idiom, and sentence type. Changes due to 
the use of figurative language (simile, metaphor, metonymy, 
synecdoche), and differences in sentence type are readily described as 
adjustments at the lexical and syntactic level involving substitution. 
Idiomatic expressions pose a difficulty not only for translators but 
also for our classification. However, they can be considered as 
additions, omissions, or substitutions at the lexical level. 83 
The third difference between our model and Szpek's is the 
inclusion of the category Lexicology as opposed to Semantics. By 
introducing Semantics--which by definition has to do with meaning--at 
the initial stage, Szpek presents two sources of possible confusion. 
First, lexicology is a more appropriate term for the analysis of 
vocabulary because the analysis of words for TT is not strictly a 
matter of meaning. We could say that Lexicology is a more neutral 
term than Semantics. This point is illustrated by occasions where the 
translators utilized a SE to translate a word in the Vorlage without 
regard to the semantic range of the SE as an adequate choice for those 
particular contexts. 84 Furthermore, TT is primarily concerned to 
describe what the translator did regardless of why it was done or the 
effect of the adjustments on the meaning of the text. Meaning is 
important for the determination of how the translator understood the 
text, and, therefore, the translation equivalents that s!he chooses to 
render the Vorlage. However, if we are going to conceptualize 
translation as a process, then it is more appropriate to isolate 
82See Sec. 11.3. above for the discussion of style. Szpek, 
herself, speaks of stylistic preference with regard to word order on 
pp. 108-109. 
83Idiomatic phrases can be treated as single semantic units 
because the meaning of the whole is not derived from the individual 
meanings of the parts (eg. hit the ceiling, in the doghouse, up the 
creek). See especially, W. L. Chafe, Meaning and the Structure of 
Language, (Chicago: Univ. of Chicago, 1970), pp. 44-50; also E. Nida, 
Componential Analysis of Meaning, (Paris: Mouton, 1975), pp. 113-115; 
Nida and Louw, Semantics, p. 7. 
84 It is for this reason Tov ("Three Dimensions, pp. 535-538) 
argues that Greek words became, more or less, "mere symbols 
representing Hebrew words," (p. 535) and that the description of the 
meaning of such words in the LXX could be dependent an the meaning of 
its Hebrew equivalent. 
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semantic considerations of the actual choice of renderings to the 
transfer system. This distinction between the encoding process in the 
transfer system and the formal surface structure chosen to be employed 
in the translation is based on the recognition of a clear distinction 
between the meaning (semantic structure) one is attempting to 
communicate and how that meaning is converted into a surface 
structure. 85 
Second, Lexicology is more appropriate as a subcategory because 
it is more definitive with regard to the subject of study: words. As 
it happens, the majority of Szpek's discussion of Semantics is devoted 
to problems of lexical semantics. 86 However, semantics is not limited 
to the meaning of words, but includes the phrase, clause, sentence, 
paragraph, and discourse as well. To use Szpek's method consistently 
the analyst of TT would have to examine the semantics of the phrase, 
clause, and sentence in addition to and separately from the formal 
syntactic devices (word order, inflection, articles, prepositions, 
conjunctions, etc.) employed by language for the conveying of 
linguistic relations. The fact that Szpek was working with two 
semitic languages in her analysis meant that the syntactic systems 
were very close; therefore, her inclusion of semantics did not pose 
particular difficulties. However, there is little point in examining 
the formal structures of syntax in isolation from the meaning of these 
structures, because there is no linguistic basis to expect the 
morphology of the syntactic systems of two languages to agree. 87 The 
semitic languages and Greek are prime examples of this fact. That is 
why we have argued that TT should begin with a formal description of 
the Morphology, Lexicology, and Syntax of the translation as compared 
to the source text before considering how the meaning has been 
affected. In this way all the elements of the translation can be 
classified consistently and systematically analyzed as to how they 
8SSee Chafe, pp. 15-91. 
86Szpek , pp. 133-199. 
87See Ullmann's (Principles, pp. 24-40) discussion of the 
distinction between the formal signals of lexical and syntactic 
morphology on the one hand, and their meaning on the other. This 
conclusion is also borne out by the early attempts of generative 
grammar to treat syntax apart from semantics. 
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have been employed to translate the elements of the source text. 
The difference In our classification may be illustrated from two 
of Szpek's examples. Szpek refers to a participle in Job 1:12 as an 
adjustment at the phrase level of semantics and states, "P[eshitta] 
adds the participle ••• tis delivered', implicit in the Heb ... 
Thus, in this example it is through addition that P adjusts the 
semantics of the Heb. phrase to the translator's explicit style of 
expression. ,,88 Szpek is correct. However, we propose to classify it 
initially as an addition at the phrase level of syntax. There is very 
little difference in the two methods until we compare the addition of 
the participle in 1:12 to the addition of the dative "to him" in 1:14. 
Szpek describes the addition of the dative as an addition at the 
phrase level of syntax,89 but there is no formal distinction between 
the addition of the participle in 1:12 and the dative "to him" in 
1:14. Therefore, our model would treat them both as variations in 
syntax. Ultimately, the difference in methodology is similar to the 
objection to the use of the Style criterion. Every syntactic choice 
reflects the translator's understanding of the meaning of the source 
text; the difference between those structures which convey a 
synonymous (or nearly so) reading and those which do not is only a 
matter of degree. 90 
By postponing the treatment of Semantic issues and treating 
Lexicology and Syntax as separate entities it is possible to provide a 
clear and comprehensive formal comparative description of the source 
and receptor texts. 91 In the end, every relationship between two 
texts, both the similarities and differences, can be described as 
additions, omissions, or substitutions in the forms of the words, the 
choice of particular words, or in how the words are put together to 
form larger meaningful units of discourse. We will now examine these 
88szpek, pp. 23-24. Note the use of style In the sense of choice 
in this example as well. 
89szpek, p. 21. 
90Here we are assuming that the translator is attempting to convey 
the basic semantic content of the text and is not adding material due 
to theological Tendenz. See also Barr, "Typology," pp. 290-291. 
91So also Sollamo, "Prepositions," p. 775, who refers to 
d " "vocabulary, morphology, an syntax. 
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subcategories in more detail. 
III.1.i. MOr.phology 
As a working definition a morpheme could be described as "a 
minimal unit of meaning or grammatical function.,,92 For example, the 
phrase the old players consists of three words but five morphemes. 
The and old are both free morphemes because they can stand alone, but 
the former is regarded as a functional morpheme since it does not have 
meaning by itself. The word players has three morphemes. Play like 
old is a lexical (it has meaning) morpheme, and, like many other free 
morphemes, play can serve as the basic building block (stem) for other 
words. Words are constructed through the addition of bound morphemes 
such as er (meaning "person who does something") and s (indicating 
plural) to a stem. There are two types of bound morphemes: 
derivational and inflectional. Inflectional morphemes like s are used 
to grammaticalize (represent a meaning through the choice of a 
specific form) number, tense, mood, etc. Derivational morphemes like 
er are used to form new words and often the new word is part of a 
different grammatical category. For example, the addition of ly to 
the adjective quick makes the adverb quickly. Finally, it is 
necessary to point out that the same morpheme can be realized in more 
than one form (referred to as allomorphs), and, conversely, there are 
phonemically similar morphemes. To illustrate allomorphs we can 
contrast the plural indicator s in players with the infix e in men. 
For an example of phonemically similar morphemes, contrast that same s 
indicating plural with the s in the clause he walks, which indicates 
third person singular. 
It has already been established that the semitic languages 
Hebrew and Aramaic have a morphological structure which differs from 
the Indo-European Greek language. Therefore, for the purposes of TT 
it is important to identify the morphemes in the source text and 
compare how the morphemes are represented in the translation, while 
91rule , p. 60. For a good introduction to morphology and Biblical 
Hebrew see W. R. Garr, "The Linguistic Study of Morphology," in 
Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, ed. W. Bodine (Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 1992), pp. 49-64; or see the technical description in E. 
Nida, Morphology: The Descriptive Analysis of Meaning, (Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan, 1949), pp. 1-106. 
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bearing in mind the differences in morphological structure between the 
two languages. The morphological elements identified by Szpek for the 
Peshitta to Job are number, gender, person, word class, pronoun, 
suffix, tense, and voice. 93 She also notes that mood might be another 
category to investigate, and we would add definiteness to this list as 
well. 94 Different languages grammaticalize for different aspects of 
language and communication, but these categories should be sufficient 
for the TT of the LXX, Peshitta, Targums, and Latin versions. 
All of the aforementioned morphological categories require 
attention for the analysis of the LXX. Generally speaking, functional 
and bound morphemes tend to be particularly numerous and diverse in 
their usage in all languages, so it is not surprising that they pose 
particular difficulties for the TT of the LXX. 95 For example, the 
fact that the bound morpheme ~ has diverse functions in Hebrew (as a 
preposition used spatially, temporally; with the info cons.; marker of 
dative, apposition, idiom with ~ denoting possession, etc.)96 means 
that a mere percentage indicating how often the morpheme is formally 
represented by a distinct preposition or article in the Greek text 
would be useless. The function of the morpheme in each case has to be 
determined in order to compare how it is translated in all passages 
where it has a similar grammatical function. For example, in Dan. 2:2 
the ~ is bound to an infinitive construct to form -r~, but the 
aorist active infinitive avuyy£llU\ is all the OG requires for 
93SZpek , pp. 16-20. Interchanges of active/passive, noun/verb, 
and noun/adjective in the source text and the translation are 
transformations involving the deep structure of grammar. For a 
discussion, see Nida, Science, pp. 195-201, 228; for examples, see 
Rabin, "Indefinite Subject," pp. 60-76. 
94See the discussion of definiteness in Hebrew in J. Barr, 
"Determination and the Definite Article in Biblical Hebrew," JSS 34 
(1989): 307-35. 
95Tov classifies many of these morphological differences as non-
variants (TOU, 219-228) for the purposes of textual criticism because 
it is so difficult to determine whether the addition or omission of 
these morphemes in the LXX reflects the actual reading of the Vorlage. 
96See Waltke and O'Connor, pp. 602-610 for uses with info cons. 
and 205-212 as a preposition. 
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translation. 97 Likewise, in 2:24 the ~ marking the dative and the 
emphat ic state of the noun marked by M in the word M!)~a, are both 
represented in the Greek texts by the article t;.98 
Very important morphological differences between HA and Greek 
also exist in the nominal and verbal systems. 99 For example, 
aspect/tense and mood are far more distinctive in the morphological 
structure of Greek than in HA. lOO Therefore, when the translators of 
the LXX had to grammaticalize a verb in the translation, they had to 
impose features of tense and mood which were not part of the formal 
structure of the HA text. On the other hand, the system of verbal 
stems of HA makes different distinctions in Aktionsart than does 
Greek. lOl These distinctions are partially compensated for in Greek 
through the grammaticalization of voice, but in certain cases 
(causatives, intensives) the translators could only convey the meaning 
97Compare Th which has the pleonastic article toil. 
98 In Rife's examination of Daniel 1:1-2:16 he continuously makes 
reference to the non- translation of ~ as significant when it is simply 
a marker of the dative or is used with the info 
99See the discussion by Wevers, Use of Versions, pp. 16-19, where 
he remarks on the differences in the verbal and nominal structure of 
Greek and Hebrew. Eg., Greek inflects nouns in five cases, three 
genders, and two numbers whereas Hebrew has three numbers (dual), two 
genders, and no case system, though it does inflect for state. Works 
specifically treating the translation of verbs include J. Barr, 
"Translators' Handling of Verbs in Semantically Ambiguous Contexts," 
in VI Cbngress of the IOSCS, ed. C. Cox (Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1986), 381-403; Soisalon-Soininen, Infini tive; "Neutrum Plural," pp. 
189-199; Sol lama, "Paronymous Finite Verb," 101-113; Aejmelaeus, 
"Participium Coniunctum," pp. 385-393. See the detailed analysis of 
the translation of the verb in Theodotion Job by P. Gentry, pp. 170-
241. 
lOOThe function of the Greek tense forms has been the subject of 
intense debate over the years. For an excellent review of the 
discussion and forceful arguments that aspect (how the action was 
perceived to unfold) was the key function of the verb, see S. E. 
Porter, Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the NT, with Reference to Tense 
and Mbod, (New York: Peter Lang, 1989), pp. 1-109; B. M. Fanning, 
Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek, (Oxford: Clarendon, 1990), pp. 
8-125. 
lOlSee the general discussion of the Hebrew verb in Waltke and 
O'Connor, Biblical Hebrew, pp. 343-350 and the discussion of the 
stems, pp. 351-452. 
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through their lexical choices .102 These examples indicate that IT 
has to be concerned with how the morphological features of the source 
text (MT) were conveyed in the target text (LXX). 
111.l.ii. Syntax 
Syntax is the study of the structure and ordering of morphemes 
and groups of morphemes (i.e. words) in meaningful combinations. We 
have already dealt with the nature of syntactic combinations and their 
relevance for TT in the discussion of structure in Sec. 11.4. 
Syntagmatic or paradigmatic concerns may contribute to differences at 
the word, phrase, clause, or sentence level of the translation. We 
need only add that the choice of Greek conjunctions can entail 
di fferences in word-order (eg. yap, ii, oiv) or require a part icular 
grammaticalization of the verb (eg. iva, 6K&~ + subjunctive). 
111.l.iii. Lexicology 
Lexicology is concerned with the analysis of individual lexemes 
(words) as translation equivalents for the vocabulary of the source 
text. As with Morphology and Syntax, the analysis of vocabulary for 
TT essentially involves a comparison of contrasting lexical 
structures. Gleason illustrates this principle when he contrasts how 
speakers of various languages classify the colours of the rainbow. 
While English classifies the colours in six categories (purple, blue, 
1°2wevers, Use of Versions, p. 19. See also E. Tov, "causative 
Aspects," pp. 417-424. Tov analyzes how verbs occurring in the 
Hiph'il are represented in the LXX. He groups them in four 
categories: 1. Verbs which bear no special features; 2. causative 
Suffixes; 3. Use of auxiliary verbs; 4. Reversal of the causative 
action. 
The first category is the most frequent and represents causative 
forms which could be adequately represented by a Greek verb already 
expressing the semantic meaning of the causative. The second group 
comprises those verbs which were expressed through the use of the so-
called Greek causat ive suffixes (-00), -to), -aO), -1>G), -\~Q), -attl, -UVCD, -
alV4), -1)VQ), -t1)4). The auxiliary verb of the third category is usually 
nOltC&) (with adj./adv./verb/noun) although other verbs are used as well 
(pp. 422-423). In the fourth category are a few examples of places 
where the causative action of the verb was reversed in the 
translation. 
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green, yellow, orange, red), Shona uses four and Bassa only two. 10J 
Clearly there is no difference in the denotational field described, it 
is the languages which make different types of distinctions. 104 The 
fact that English (and by extension the English speaker) makes more 
distinctions between the colours does not make it "better" nor more 
"advanced." Every language has the capacity to refer to all aspects 
of human experience, they just do so different ly .105 This example 
also helps to demonstrate that the meaning of each colour term in each 
language is to a certain extent determined by its relation to the 
other terms on the colour cont inuum .106 The same principle of 
structural relations applies to the use of most vocabulary. This is 
not to deny that there are some words with a very high denotational 
value (eg. technical terms), but "the vast majority of words have at 
least some significant relational value and, •.• this relational 
value is of more basic importance than denotation. ,,107 
Linguists refer to the analysis of a conceptual field, such as 
colour in the preceding paragraph, as an example of a "semantic 
field." The analysis of semantic fields involves the collection and 
investigation of the relationship between the set of words that belong 
10JGleason, p. 4. 
104Words are not, therefore, labels for concepts like exhibits in 
a museum (the "museum myth"). See J. Bennett, Linguistic Behaviour, 
(cambridge: University Press, 1976), pp. 5-10; Lyons, Structural 
Semantics, pp. 30-33. 
l05LYOnS, Semantics, p. 250, states, "the grammatical and lexical 
structure of different languages will tend to reflect the specific 
interests and attitudes of the culture in which they operate. What it 
does not mean, however, is that every grammatical and lexical 
distinction must be correlated with some important difference in the 
patterns of thought of the society using the language." See also E. 
Nida, Language Structure and Translation, (Stanford: University Press, 
1975), pp. 184-191; Science, pp. 50-56. 
106Lyons, Structural Semantics, pp. 38-39. Al though the study of 
Berlin and Kay indicates that the majority of speakers in any language 
identify a common foci for colour terms, this does not nullify the 
basic fact that speakers of different languages draw distinctions on 
the colour continuum differently. See B. Berlin and P. Kay, B8sic 
Colour Terms: Their Universality and Evolution, (Los Angeles: Univ. of 
cal i fornia, 1969). 
l07Silva, Biblical Words, p. 112; Lyons, Language, p. 153. 
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to a domain (subject area) .108 For example, we could investigate the 
words that belong to the domain of colour, or the subdomain of terms 
that constitutes the domain red (pink, scarlet, wine, red). The 
advantage of this type of analysis is that it emphasizes and contrasts 
the paradigmatic (see Sec. 11.4.) choices that are available in a 
part icular domain. 109 
The significance of the paradigmatic relationships (or sense 
relations) between words in differing languages becomes obvious as 
soon as one undertakes the task of translating, or, as in our case, 
the analysis of TT. As Lyons states, 
It is not so much that one language draws a greater or 
less number of semantic distinctions than another which 
prevents the matching of their vocabularies one-to-one 
(although the normal bilingual dictionaries encourage this 
view). It is rather that thn~e distinctions are made in 
completely different places. 
Assuming that the translator understood the meaning of a given word in 
its Vorlage, III the analysis of TT attempts to understand how the 
translator matched the structural relations of the vocabulary of the 
receptor language to that of the source text. At one and the same 
time, the analyst has to keep one eye on the paradigmatic relations 
between the words in the source text and the other eye on the 
paradigmatic relations that exist in the target language between the 
l08See Lyons, Semantics, pp. 250-261; Lehrer, pp. 1-17; Nida, 
Science, pp. 47-50; Componential, pp. 174-191. 
l09For an example of a lexicon based on semant ic domains, see the 
ambitious work edited by Louw and Nida, Greek-English Lexicon of the 
New Testament. (New York: UBS, 1988). 
llOLyonS, Structural Semantics, pp. 37-38; Ullmann, Principles, 
pp. 54-62. 
IllFor example, it has been discussed in some detail that there 
were instances where cultural differences, the use of rare words or 
diachronic changes in the language caused the translators of the LXX 
considerable difficulty (Sec. 11.3). There were also instances where 
the translator was confused about the meaning of words due to polysemy 
or homonymy. The distinction between a simple figurative extension of 
meaning vs. polysemy, on the one hand, and polysemy vs. homonymy on 
the other is often difficult to discern. See Ullmann, pp. 114-137; 
Silva, Biblical Words, pp. 113-114. 
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possible translation equivalents for the words in the Vorlage. 112 
The interaction of these opposing forces had significant consequences 
on the vocabulary of the LXX.113 It is also why we have some semitic 
words which are rendered with half a dozen or more equivalents; and in 
other cases the same translator employed a SE for the majority or even 
all of the occurrences of a different lexeme, even if the semantic 
range of the translation equivalent did not match that of the source 
lexeme. On still other occasions the translators employed the 
technique of lexical levelling, i.e. using one lexeme in the target 
language to render two or more from the source language. 
The use of multiple equivalents, SE, and lexical levelling in 
the LXX reflects the same tension that we experience when we encounter 
the problem of translating the related set of meanings of different 
lexemes and the differing meanings of the same lexeme from one 
language into another. The challenges which the translation of the 
semitic vocabulary presented to the LXX translators (not to mention 
the times they did not know the meaning of the text), also teach us 
that the examination of vocabulary has to be very detailed. With 
regard to the technique of using SE or lexical levelling, we should 
also emphasize once again that it is the departure from an otherwise 
uniform approach (the "marked" use) that is instructive to our 
understanding of the TT in a translation unit. For example, in the 
Hebrew portions of Daniel both OG and Th employ Aal~ as a SE for ~~', 
112See the examples of tlP11v and IUplV from Dan. 1:8 in CH 1. 11.3 
and the discussion in Harl, Septante, pp. 243-253. 
113See fn. 20, above. The fact that words do not have any "core" 
meaning (if they have meaning at all) and the significance of their 
structural relations underscores our desperate need for a proper 
Lexicon of the LXX. Fortunately, this need has been partially met by 
the recent publication of Muraoka's lexicon which treats exhaustively, 
but not exclusively, the Twelve Prophets. See T. Muraoka, A Greek-
English Lexicon of the Septuagint (TWelve Prophets), (Louvain: 
Peeters, 1993). Muraoka offers definitions and not merely glosses as 
in the conventional approach (exemplified in LEH) and he provides 
useful information regarding terms sharing the same semantic field as 
well as collocational uses. One can only hope that he, or others, 
continue this important project. The first volume of the new Hebrew 
dictionary produced by Sheffield is also a step forward, though it 
does not offer definitions. See D. J. A. Clines, ed., The Dictionary 
of Classical Hebrew, vol. 1. (Sheffield: Sheffield Academic Press), 
1993. 
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which occurs 19x in Daniel. In this case the translators are doubly 
consistent because they do not use Aal~ for any other term. However, 
in two cases (1:19; 11:27) OG departs from his normal pattern and 
employs alternative renderings to produce better idiomatic 
trans lat ions .114 Even though OG could have maintained the regular 
pattern like Th, and frequently did so, he manifests a greater 
tendency to choose an alternative rendering that captures the flavour 
of the original. 
While most studies of vocabulary for TT have concentrated on 
paradigmatic relations as evidenced by the degree of the use of SE by 
the translator, the role of syntagmatic relations has been virtually 
neglected. This theory emphasizes the meaningful relationships that 
exist between particular combinations of words in a syntagm. For 
example, Porzig points to the relationship between biting and teeth; 
barking and dog; blonde and hair. llS The most significant aspect of 
the syntagmatic relationship between words is that it limits or 
defines the paradigmatic choices in any given context. Blonde is only 
used as a description of hair. Biting is only done with teeth, and 
there is very little done with teeth (eg. bite, nibble, and chew). 
Syntagmatic relations between words are also referred to as the study 
of their collocations. 1l6 For example, the words strong and powerful 
may be used to describe a person, but strong would not be used in 
collocation with car though powerful could. Likewise, we refer to tea 
being strong but not powerful. Il7 
The understanding of syntagmatic relationships has obvious 
implications for TT. In general, the choice of many translation 
equivalents for the source text will be defined by the collocational 
restrictions of the vocabulary in the target language. However, at 
the same time, the target language will make adjustments and introduce 
114See the discussion of 2:1-10 in CH 5. 
11Sw• Porzig, Das Wunder del' Sprache, (Bern: Francke, 1950), 68. 
116"Collocations refers to the combination of words that have a 
certain mutual expectancy." See H. Jackson, Words and Their Meanings, 
(New York: Longman, 1988), p. 96. 
117Example from M.A.K. Halliday, "Lexis as a linguistic level," In 
In Memory of J.R. Firth, ed. C. E. Bazell et ale (London: Longmans, 
1966), pp., 150-151. 
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changes because of the different lexical structures and also because 
of cultural differences. 118 One of the most significant ways that 
syntagmatic relationships may affect TT, however, is when the 
translator is forced to choose between particular translation 
equivalents. For example, Th prefers to render all words related to 
~-:il1 wi th aUvea\~ or cognate words. C",~ (hi. substant ive part.) 
occurs 5x in MT and in three instances Th uses the part. of auvi~~\ 
(1:4; 11:35; 12:3). However, in 11:33 Th employs auvet~ and in 12: 10 he 
emnploys vo~ove~ (1-10 in LXX), but we can account for these 
differences below. aUvea\~ also renders all three occurrences of 
')n'~ (5:11, 12, 14) and auvi~~\ is usually the equivalent for the vb. 
,~ (3/5).119 In 8:25 the noun ,::JCl1 occurs in a difficult passage to 
refer to Antiochus' insight. There are then four instances where Th 
does not render {',::iD wit h awea\~ or re I at ed words. They may be 
accounted for as follows. In 7:8 (hithpa.) and 8:25 there is not the 
same specific emphasis on the quality of wisdom, so Th uses 
alternatives. 120 In 9:22 the hi.inf.cons. ,::::ICD occurs together with 
n)'~, and in the case of these terms with similar meanings Th has an 
even higher preference for awea\~ to trans late n)'~ (4/5) .121 
Therefore, Th had to choose a different verb for the inf.cons. of 
,~. In this case Th chose the fairly rare term au~~\~6(m (1-10 in 
LXX). The same phenomenon accounts for 12:10, except in this case 
C",~ is the subject of ')'~'. In this instance Th uses voit~ove~ for 
c"'~iDCn because he prefers to translate the verb with the 3. act. f. i. 
of auvi~~\. Even though auve'to~ is also cognate with a"vea\~, we can see 
118Lyons, Seman tics, p. 265. 
119S. 9: 13, 25. According to Zieg., in 1: 17 Th has awealV teal 
,pov~alv for '~Wn' "0 which is the opposite of the normal translation 
equivalents used by Th (s. 1:4). However, the 4th century Sahidic ms. 
925 does transpose the terms and it is quite possible that it contains 
the original Th reading. 
120As we have mentioned, In 8:25 it is Antiochus who has insight, 
while in 7:8 npoaevoouv (1-8, never in (0) "I was thinking about" is an 
adequate translation of the sense. 
121See 2: 21; 8: 15; 10: 1. The except ion is 1: 20 where Th uses 
tntat~~~. This is another HL (1-59 in LXX) for Th that is not found 
in 00. 
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that Th employed it for C,~,~ in 11:33 for the same reason that he 
made a change in 12:10, C,~,~ was the subject of '~'~'. 
In 9:22, 12:10, and 11:33 it is the appearance of two words In 
syntagmatic relationship, which Th normally renders with the same 
translation equivalent, that forces Th to make a choice between 
favouri te rendi t ions .122 Another main way that syntagmat ic 
relationships affect TT is occasions where one language uses a syntagm 
while the other language may only require a single lexeme to render 
roughly the same meaning. For example, see Dan. 2:13 where OG 
trans I ate s MrM rIpE)~ "a decree went out" wit h t&Oypa'ticJ81) "i twas 
decreed" and in 1:4 where lT1D ,~,~, r1VT 'VT', ... i"It~ '~1!)' IS 
trans lated )Cai e,;e\5ef~ • • • )Cui ypappu't\)Co~ )Cui .,o.o~. Other 
syntagmatic features to consider are the construct genitive relation 
in HA or infinitive absolutes modifying another verb; Greek verbs that 
are followed by a particular case, infinitive, or object clause; and 
prepositions because they require a certain case. 
111.2. Adjustment 
Adjustment refers to the types of changes that have been made in 
the formal structure of the source text as it passed through the 
transfer system. Once again, we can approach the subject in general 
agreement with Szpek, but would offer some modifications. In the 
first place, all Adjustments in the translation can be generally 
classified as additions, omissions, or substitutions at the 
morphological, word, phrase, clause, or sentence level. For this 
reason, Szpek's "secondary" adjustments in the category of Universally 
Oriented adjustments (Harmonization and Clarification) have been 
omitted. At times it is difficult to distinguish between categories 
and it may be that the inclusion of Harmonization and Clarification 
blurs the distinction between Adjustment and Motivation. For example, 
Szpek defines harmonization as taking place when "an element is 
altered .•. in order to better accord with an element in the 
surrounding environment .•. achieved through addition, omission, or 
122These examples combined with Th's use of no less than four HL 
(vofpove~, t2t,.,'tip1)~, 1q)OCJV001)V, "uplh~aoa,) to render vocabulary in the 
domain of knowing that are not even found in OG indicate that Th was 
working to his own agenda. 
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subst 1• tut 1· on. ,,123 Ho hI· I d wever, sea so Inc u es Intra-, Inter-, and 
Parallel Verse Influence as three subcategories under Motivation. 124 
Likewise, her statement that Clarification is "due to an ambiguity in 
the source text with the intent ••. of bringing clarity to the 
text,,,125 focuses on the motivation for an adjustment, i.e. to 
achieve clarification. 
On the other hand, Szpek's subdivisions of Syntactically and 
Semantically Oriented Adjustments are quite helpful. Two alterations 
have been made to the latter category. First, the category is renamed 
Lexically Oriented changes in recognition that these topics are 
concerned with adjustments to individual lexemes .126 Lexical 
semantics is a more appropriate description of the specific subject, 
but the change is consistent with the earlier remarks concerning 
Lexicology vs. Semantics as categories. Transliteration is also added 
as a topic because there were times when the LXX transliterated 
unknown or technical terms (see Sec. 11.3.). 
Numerous lexical adjustments are to be expected in a translation 
because of the differing lexical structures as well as the sheer 
volume of data with which we are working. There are two main 
approaches to examining lexical relations: componential analysis and 
sense relations. Componential analysis is actually an extension of 
field theory and is an attempt to ground it in a more rigorous, 
scientific methodology by analysing the meaning of terms on the basis 
of a set of sense components. It enjoys wide influence among 
semanticists and Szpek demonstrates the usefulness of the technique 
for the analysis of lexical relat ions for IT .127 However, as Lyons 
points out, componential analysis has been confined to limited areas 
123SZpek , p. 34. 
124See her definitions, Szpek, pp. 46-47. 
125 Ibid ., p. 34. 
126AII of the topics deal ing wi th Lexically Oriented changes have 
been discussed under previous sections examining changes in the 
translation due to synchronic and diachronic influences (Sec. 11.3.) 
and/or Lexicology (Sec. III.1.iii.). 
127szpek , pp. 36-38. For further explanations, see Lehrer, pp. 
46-74; Lyons, Semantics, 317-335; Nida, Science, pp. 82-85; 
Componential. 32-67. 
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of vocabulary and it is possible to construct differing but "equally 
plausible analyses for the same set of lexemes."l28 In the case of 
TT where the specific concern is to compare the lexical relations 
between two languages, the approach of sense relations should prove 
itself to be more useful. There are two basic types of sense 
relations: relations based on similarity and relations based on 
oppositeness. 
111.2. i. Relations Based on Similarity. 
These are the most important sense relations for the analysis of 
vocabulary because the majority of cases where alternative translation 
equivalents are employed in the translation of a lexeme are based on 
similarity. There are two types of relations based on similarity: 
overlapping and inclusive. OVerlapping relations are those to which 
we usually assign the term synonymy. 129 Synonymy recognizes that two 
or more words can be substituted for one another in a given context in 
order to produce the same meaning. 1JO OVerlapping relations may be 
diagrammed as in Figure 3. 
Figure 3 
128LYOnS, Semantics, p. 333. 
129Nida , Componential, pp. 16-17; Semantic, pp. 31-32; Jackson, 
pp. 65-74; Lyons, Structural, pp. 74-78. W.E. Collinson distinguishes 
nine different types of synonymy, in W. E. Collinson, "Comparative 
Synomics: Some Principles and Illustrations," Transactions of the 
Philosophical Society, (1939): 54-77. 
IJOSee the discussion of types of sameness in R. Harris, Synonymy 
and Linguistic Analysis, Language and Style, 12 (Oxford: Basil 
Blackwell, 1973), 11-12. We accept Lyons assertion that "synonymy 
must be bound with context;" therefore, two words do not have to be 
synonymous in all contexts to be regarded as synonymous in anyone 
context. 
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For example, In 12:3 OG employs taw& while Th has tKl~z& for ~ 
"enl ighten. " Or 00 can employ both tp~i.U.4G) and ~i1ttG) to translate am" 
though in this case the distribution of the terms indicates the 
activity of different translators. 131 
Inclusive relations (hyponymy) explores the relationship between 
words by arranging them in hierarchies, i.e. the meaning of some words 
is included within the meaning of others. For example, collie, 
terrier, poodle and bulldog (co-hyponyms) are all included within the 
meaning of dog. By the same token dog is a co-hyponym with other 
species such as wolf, coyote, and fox which are all hyponyms of the 
superordinate animal. I32 We could diagram these relat ionships as in 
Figure 4. 
animal 
~/ \~ 
d02 wolf coyote fox 
/1"-
coDie, tenier, poodle 
Figure 4 
The higher one goes up the hierarchy the more general is the 
terminology while lower terms become more specific. The sense 
relationships could be diagrammed differently by the addition of 
different sense components in the hierarchical structure (eg. 
household as opposed to wild animals). The point is that during the 
course of translation there are times that the translator may choose 
either a more general or a more specific term in the hierarchical 
structure as a translation equivalent. For example, in 1:4 OG employs 
£ivaI instead of the more specific infinitive of fa't1)Ju to translate the 
131See CH S.IV.1.iv. 
132See the discussion of hierarchical structuring in Nida, 
Science, pp. 73-82; Lyons, Structural, pp. 69-72; Lehrer, pp. 20-24. 
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infinitive construct ~~.133 
III.2.iii. Relations Based on Opposition (Antonymy) 
Relations based on opposition are normally confined to 
dichotomous pairs. There are different kinds of lexical opposites, but 
we can begin by observing the distinction between graded and 
d d . 134 ungra e OpposItes. Graded opposites involve a degree of 
comparison, such as big:small, high:low. Size or height is always 
relative to a point of comparison whether or not that point of 
comparison is explicitly stated.135 Lyons reserves the term antonym 
for graded opposites because they tend to rely on polarized contrasts 
(good:bad) even though they are scalable. On the other hand, the 
denial of one member of a pair of ungraded opposites usually implies 
the assertion of the other. For example, compare the relations between 
complementaries, such as married:single, male:female and conversives 
such as buy:sell, give:take. 136 
The significance of binary relations for TT is that the translator 
may choose to express the meaning of the Vorlage through a 
translation equivalent or syntagm that is opposite in meaning to an 
eq uivalent in the target text, regardless of what he finds in the 
Vorlage. For example, a translator might have chosen to employ 
1tovrn>~ as the equivalent for M~n (the SE in the LXX is tJpaptiu) , in a 
I 
particular context in order to express a contrast with ayu9~. In 
fact, this does not happen in the entire LXX, but it is possible that 
the choice of a translator could be influenced by similar conditions. 
It is also possible that a translator could transform a negative 
133 See also 1:19 and 10:17. In every case Zieg. has conjectured 
the more specific iC7'f1un, but the readings of the witnesses should 
stand (see CH 2). 
134See the complete discussion by Lyons, Semantics, pp. 270-290; 
the slightly different categorization by Nida, Semantic, pp. 32-34. 
135silva, Biblical Words, pp. 130-131; Lyons, Semantics, pp. 272-
273. 
136Lyons, pp. 279-280. Conversives are especially helpful in 
defining social roles (doctor:patient, master: servant) , kinship terms 
(uncle/aunt:niece/nephew) , and spatial and temporal relations 
(above:below, before:after). Nida (Semantics, p. 34) also 
distinguishes reversives such as tie:untie, alienate:reconcile. 
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statement and express it positively or vice versa. No certain 
examples of equivalents influenced by binary relations could be found 
in Daniel. There are probably only a small number in the LXX. 
111.3. Motivation 
The reasons that may have led to an adjustment in the 
translation are considered under the category Motivation. The list 
may appear overly extensive, but there are subtle differences that 
distinguish them. Once again, we are in general agreement with the 
categories as listed and defined by Szpek, though there are a few 
minor modifications. 137 First, in keeping with the spirit of 
adopting the terminology of the model we have "substituted" the more 
general term Harmonization for Intra-, Inter-, and Parallel Verse 
Influence. There is no inherent reason for this choice other than the 
accepted scholarly use of the term harmonization seems sufficient to 
describe the phenomena .138 
In the second place, the differing nature of the LXX translation 
requires the addition of two topics: Phonological and Literary 
Technique. Phonological considerations that motivate a translation 
equivalent may be derived either from the source text or the receptor 
language. The former type have often been referred to rather 
inaccurately as homophones, i.e. the use of Greek words to render a 
simi lar sounding word in the semi tic text .139 J. de Waard correct ly 
suggests that the use of the term "homophony" to denote Greek words 
translating Hebrew words of similar sounds should be discarded. 
137The reader is directed to Szpek, pp. 40-49, for her discussion, 
though the topics should be fairly self-evident. 
138 It is not that important to distinguish by topic whether an 
element is harmonized with another element within the verse (Intra-
verse), an adjacent verse (Inter-verse), or a more remote verse 
(Parallel) because the information will be given in the description 
anyway. On harmonization, see E. Tov, "The Nature and Background of 
Harmonization in Biblical Manuscripts," Jsar 31 (1985): 3-29. 
139G. B. Caird, "Homoeophony in the Septuagint," in Essays in 
Honour of W.D. Davies, ed. R. Hammerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs (Leiden: 
Brill, 1976), 74-88; C. Fritsch, "Homophony in the Septuagint," in 
Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, ed. A. Shinan (Jerusalem: 
Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977), 115-20; J. Barr, "Doubts about 
Homoeophony in the Septuagint," Textus 12 (1985): 1-2. 
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Homophony does not apply at the inter-lingual level because the sound 
systems of two languages are never equivalent and, more importantly, 
confusion arises from the definition of homophony since it implies 
there is a difference in meaning between two words which sound the 
same. 140 De Waard suggests that the classification "phonological 
trans lat ion" be employed in its place .141 
Though phonological translations were employed in the LXX, it is 
worthwhile to heed Barr's warning that translations based on phonetic 
resemblance were "a very minor factor in vocabulary choice."IH Barr 
suggests that a strong example of a translation based on phonetic 
resemblance should be characterized by two features: one phonetic and 
one semantic. "A Greek word must have a very striking and impressive 
likeness to the Hebrew word" (italics his) if it is to be considered 
as having a strong phonetic resemblance. He finds the definition of 
the semantic criterion more difficult, but suggests that there should 
be some ambiguity involved in determining whether the word chosen has 
the same meaning. This ambiguity is necessary, because if the word 
has a similar semantic range, then there is no basis for the term to 
have been chosen due to phonet ic resemblance .143 However, the 
possibility that phonetic considerations may have played a role in 
instances where the translator had two or more possible equivalents 
cannot be ignored. In order to demonstrate that it was highly 
probable the translator was motivated by phonetic similarity in these 
140For example, Tov even adds the qualification that homophones 
differ in meaning ("Loan-words," p. 218). See J. De Waard, 
"tHomophony' in the Septuagint," Bib 62 (1981): 551-61. 
141De Waard, p. 555, classifies five major types of phonological 
translations: I A. Neither lexical nor grammatical translation has 
been affected; I B. Only grammatical translation has been affected; II 
A. A shift of components of meaning has taken place without a 
grammatical change;II B. A shift of components has taken place with 
grammatical change; III. One component of meaning has been retained 
and one deleted or one component of meaning has been retained and one 
added; IV. A specific rendering has been given instead of a generic 
one; V. A synecdoche is the result of phonological translation. 
Thack., pp. 36-38, refers to translations using Greek words of similar 
sound to the Hebrew. 
142Barr , "Doubts," p. 77. 
143Barr , "Doubts," p. 6. De Waard' s classi ficat ions are he lpful 
In clarifying the type of ambiguity that may be involved. 
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cases, one must be able to justify it on the basis of the translation 
technique. For example, if an uncommon word was selected over the 
normal equivalent to translate a word in a given instance, then one 
could reasonably argue that it is phonetically motivated. In Dan. 3:4 
00 has 0 ICiiP1J; £IC1p1J;t for aMp Mf"'~'. The phonological mot ivat ion for 
the choice of the verb is borne out by the fact that it is the only 
place where it occurs in OG, and Th translates with ~oam. 
Phonological motivation may also derive from the receptor 
language, i.e. the translator may choose a word because it has similar 
sounds to words in the immediate context (eg. rhyming, alliteration). 
Here again we have to be cautious about making excessive claims that 
may be explained otherwise. However, there is no a priori reason to 
exclude this motivation either. For example, in 12:10 MT has ",~, 
C'~, which Th translates with avOp~mG1V avOP01. OG retains the play 
on sound, but wi th different equivalents, (q1~Q)G1V oi (q1ap1Q)~oi.144 
Literary Technique refers to translations that were motivated 
due to some type of literary consideration in the text. For example, 
n~ occurs in Danie I 3: 17 and OG employs .0pf:CI) as a translation 
equivalent instead of the more usual ~a'tptVcD. The motivation for this 
rendering was to supply a parallel with 3:12. In 3:12 OG translates 
the semitic idiom cm~ c'i' "pay regard to" (+ ." pers. )145 with ou.c 
t'O~i)el1aav a01J 'tilv £v'to~iJv "[they] do not fear your decree." According 
to OG, the three do not fear the king's decree because there is a God 
whom they do fear!146 
III.4 Effect on Meaning 
We have discussed the relationship of the meaning of the 
144Muraoka argues that the LXX translators utilized alliteration 
k "L' in Job 1:1, 8, 2:3, 3:16, Num. 12:12. See T. MUrao a, Iterary 
Device in the Septuagint," Textus 8 (1973): 20-30. 
145See BDB, p. 1113. 
146 It is surprising that Meadowcroft, pp. 159-160, can devote 
discussion to the unusual translation by OG, but fails to note the 
obvious literary connection between 3:12 and 17. Muraoka ("Literary 
Device," pp. 20-30) cites Job 1:1 and 2:3 as instances where the 
translator may have arranged words according to alphabetical order and 
Jer. 2:6 where the translator employed four adjectives beginning with 
privative alpha. See also D. Weissert, pp. 31-44. 
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translation to the source text and the difference between the 
perspective of the translator and the analyst of TT above (Sec. 11.2). 
The topics are fairly straightforward and have been adequately treated 
by Szpek.t47 Szpek delineates various degrees of synonymy based on 
the proposals of Ullmann and Collinson,148 but it is extremely difficult 
to grade one term as more intense or more emotive than another when 
comparing two different languages, especially ancient dead ones. In 
many cases such comparisons are also irrelevant because the 
translator's choice of lexical equivalents is limited in the first place, 
and may be even more restricted due to other factors (established 
equivalents, cultural usage, grammar). 
IV. Summary 
The aim of this chapter has been to provide a theoretical 
foundation for the analysis of TT based on linguistic principles. This 
has entailed three stages. First, we provided a definition of TT and 
commented briefly on five aspects of the definition: The purpose of the 
study of TT is to describe how individual translators engaged in the 
task of translating a unit of scripture for '8 community. Second, we 
laid the foundations for the proposed model of TT by giving five 
presuppositions for TT: TT is Descriptive; TT is Primarily Synchronic; 
TT accounts for Langue and Parole; TT is Structural; and TT Takes 
the Source Language as its Point of Departure. Each of these 
principles was thoroughly discussed and examples were given in order 
to demonstrate their relevance for TT. Finally, we outlined the 
proposed model of TT. Heidi Szpek has recently proposed a similar 
type of model and at some points we adapted her terminology in order 
to encourage standardization. There are differences in methodology 
that were clearly delineated in the course of the discussion, but, more 
importantly, we are agreed with Szpek that a linguistic approach IS 
the most appropriate means for the analysis of TT. 
The analysis of TT begins by comparing the similarities and 
differences between the structural elements in the source and receptor 
texts. It is only after this initial comparison that the analyst can 
IOSee Szpek, pp. 49-59. 
148Ullmann, Principles, pp. 142-143; ColI inson, pp. 54-77. 
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begin to formulate answers to the questions about how the translator 
made changes (Adjustment) and why the changes were made 
(Motivation). The proposed methodology will satisfy the aim of TT as 
we have defined it, and also accounts for the effect that the process 
of translation had on the meaning of the text. 
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Chapter 5 
Translation Technique in 00 and Th Daniel 
In the previous chapter a theoretical approach for the analysis 
of TT was presented. It is now time to put the theory into practice. 
The present chapter consists of an analysis of five passages from the 
book of Daniel: 1:1-10, 2:1-10, 3:11-20, 8:1-10, 12:1-13. Each 
passage includes annotated texts of Th, MT, and OG, which are arranged 
vertically in parallel alignment. The lines of the alignment are 
numbered consecutively in the left-hand margin to provide a means of 
reference for the analysis of the TT. The texts represent both the 
Hebrew and Aramaic sections of Daniel, and, except for two passages, 
were chosen at random. The first section, ch. 1:1-10, was chosen 
because it offered few difficulties, and, therefore, was a suitable 
means for the reader to become acquainted with the analysis. Chapter 
8:1-10 was chosen because it was the section analyzed by Jeansonne. 
The concern in this passage will be directed primarily toward the 
relationship between OG and Th, because Jeansonne has commented on the 
texts .1 
I. Introduction to the Analysis 
The texts have been aligned in a way that maximizes readability 
and facilitates the analysis. As we would expect, however, there are 
numerous occasions where the wording of OG does not formally 
correspond to the HA on the same line. The procedure followed for the 
annotation of the text is described below, and a portion from 1:10 IS 
included as an illustration in Figure 5. 
98 til 1q)ooO)1ta ' ~ VllelV ~' ~'il-rI$ MtO 1IpOO(a)KOV ~iv 
99 ( cnc'U8P(a)KU) C'~T 51U'Ct'CPaJlJlt vov 
100 +lCui aG8tvt~ 
Figure 5 
The OG has three types of markings. First, square brackets [ ] 
ISee Jeans .. pp. 34-57. 
are used to enclose words whose originality is questionable. Second, 
the text is annotated with letters (M in 1. 98) corresponding to the 
three areas of linguistics for the analysis of TT: M=Morpho logy , 
S=Syntax, and L=Lexicology. Third, possible pluses and omissions of 
words in OG are designated by the signs + and - (s. 1. 100). Most 
pluses and minuses have been isolated to their own line, but that has 
not always been possible. Therefore, a + at the beginning of a line 
designates that the whole line may be a plus, while - - marks 
omissions in a line of OG compared to Mr. If a word (or words) occurs 
as a plus in a line with word(s) that translate the presumed Vorlage, 
the + occurs immediately before and after the plus. Omissions of some 
elements, which usually occur as bound morphemes in HA (suffixes, the 
definite article, the conjunction " directive i1, interrogative V), but 
in Greek as free morphemes (words), are not normally marked by - In 
keeping with the linguistic approach, these items are normally 
considered in the discussion of TT. The same principle applies to 
small words such as personal and relative pronouns, the nota 
accusat ivi nM("T1M), and inseparable prepositions. Likewise, the 
appearance of minor morphological elements in the OG, which could be 
retroverted into HA, are not normally marked by +. 
The same markings appear in Th, but they are used differently. 
First, the use of superscript letters is more sparing than in the case 
of OG and often highlights features that distinguish the TT of Th from 
OG. This approach is justified on the basis of the close formal 
correspondence of Th to MT. Second, based on the close formal 
relationship between Th and MT, Th is more frequently marked with a 
+ or - for minor morphemes. The omission of minor morphemes in Th, 
which are usually unmarked in OG, will often be indicated by only one 
Th is marked in a fourth way as well. Underlining is used to 
mark portions of Th that may indicate dependence on OG. Round 
brackets (1. 100) are used to indicate places where Th demonstrates 
significant independence in translation. This marking is for the 
purpose of determining whether Th is a recension of OG. 
The analysis that follows the text will be divided into three 
sections, each of which addresses one of the major issues of this 
research. Immediately following the passage we evaluate the TT of OG 
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and Th.2 The discussion proceeds according to the major headings: 
morpholo~y, syntax, and lexicology. Sometimes the frequency with 
which a Greek word renders a Hebrew/Aramaic word in the Vorlage is 
indicated in brackets separated by a slash (/). The frequency of 
words that are rare in Daniel and the OT are also indicated in round 
brackets, but are separated by a dash (-). The first number indicates 
the frequency in Daniel, the second in the LXX.3 The frequency in OG 
and Th will be inclusive, i.e. they are not counted as separate works. 
If a word is referred to as a HL or a frequency such as 1-10 is given, 
then that is the only occurrence of that word including both Greek 
texts. The discussion will always clarify any ambiguous cases. The 
analysis of the passage will conclude with a summary. 
Following the TT analysis there will be a preliminary discussion 
of the relationship of Th to OG, which is indicated in that particular 
passage. The purpose is to determine whether Th is a recension, but 
how do we distinguish between revision and translation? This is a 
difficult question, and has not been sufficiently addressed. With 
respect to Th the views of scholars seem more often to reflect a 
general opinion rather than a sustained examination using a definite 
methodology. From the survey of literature in the first chapter it was 
noted that Jeansonne is the only one who offers some statistics in 
support of her conclusion. However, we also noted that her statistics 
are misleading. The fact that Th reads the same as OG in 40% of the 
passage she analyses (8:1-10), does not necessarily lead to the 
conclusion that "9 retains the 00. ,,4 Jeansonne's analysis betrays a 
basic assumption that scholars have made, i.e. common readings prove 
dependence. As we have seen in our review, many, if not most, modern-
day scholars would be agnostic concerning the person of Theodotion, 
lrhe 00 reading in all cases assumes the critical text which we 
have reconstructed. The reader is directed to CH 2. 
3It should be noted that HR is the source for the frequencies for 
the LXX, and the time has not always been taken to verify the accuracy 
of HR with the GOttingen critical editions. HR must always be used 
with caution and the 00 of Daniel is an excellent example of the care 
that must be taken with its use. 
4 Jeans., p. 57. 
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yet common readings are assumed to indicate borrowing by Th. 5 Now, 
that may be the case. On the other hand, a number of verbal 
agreements may be equally explained as coincidental or the result of 
textual corruption. As we have already pointed out, the most 
important criterion for determining whether a text is a recension IS 
the isolation of distinctive agreements between that text and the text 
from which it was supposedly revised. 6 
In the comparison of 00 and Th, passages of Th will not be 
underlined that agree with 00, if they can easily be explained as 
derivative from MT. Neither does the fact that a passage IS 
underlined indicate that Th necessarily borrowed from the 00. 
Underlining only indicates the possibility that Th is dependent on the 
00 or that they share a common reading. Invariably, there IS an 
element of subjectivity to our discussion, but that cannot be avoided. 
However, by focusing on instances where Th seems to have borrowed from 
00 and those where it seems to be independent, it is possible to 
arrive at a clearer understanding of their relationship. There are at 
least three ways by which we could characterize Th's relation to 00. 
First, it could be a completely independent translation. Second, it 
could be a recenSIon in the way that it is generally understood. That 
is, Th had the 00 and proto-MT before him and copied the 00 as long as 
it formally reproduced the Vorlage. In certain cases Th standardized 
the terminology, though not always consistently, and introduced 
corrections to the 00 where it departed from his proto-MT Vorlage. 
These corrections may have resulted from Th's perception that 00 
translated incorrectly or too freely.7 A third way to view their 
relationship is that Th did have both proto-MT and 00 (or may have 
5See also the recent article by L. Grabbe who does not accept 
common vocabulary as an indication of dependence in his examination of 
a portion of the Hexapla of the Psalms extant in the Mailand text. 
See "The Translation Technique of the Greek Minor Versions: 
Translations or Revisions?," in Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate 
Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars (Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1992), pp. 505-56. 
6See the Introduction. 
7See Brock, "To Revise," pp. 301-38. L. Greenspoon suggests an 
interesting modern analogy to "Theodotion's" activity in, "Biblical 
Trans la tors in Ant iqu i ty and in the Modern Wor ld," HUCA 60 (1989): 91-
113 . 
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been familiar with OG), but that Th translated his Vorlage more or 
less independently and employed OG occasionally or when confronted 
with difficult passages. As we begin the investigation we should 
allow the evidence to speak for itself and allow for anyone of these 
possibilities to be the closest approximation to Th's methodology. 
We will conclude the investigation of each passage with a 
discussion of textual variants in the passage. The evaluation of 
readings will be guided by our understanding of the TT in the OG and 
Th. We will also consider the witness of the Qumran mss., as well as 
the Peshitta and Vulgate. 
I apologize beforehand for the cryptic nature of the very 
detailed notes of the analysis. The list of abbreviations are 
included below for reference, but most should be easily recognized. 
a. 
abs. 
acc. 
add. 
adj. 
aor. 
cf. 
conj. 
cons. 
date 
f. 
gen. 
ha. 
hi. 
hithpa. 
hithpe. 
HL 
homoioarc. 
homoiote 1. 
impf. 
Impv. 
info 
Grammatical Sigla 
active 
absolute 
accusative 
addition 
adjective 
aorist 
compare, i.e. for a different view 
conjunction 
construct 
dative 
feminine 
genitive 
haphel 
hiphil 
hithpaal 
hithpeal 
hapax legomenon 
homoioarcton 
homoioteleuton 
imperfect 
imperat ive 
infinitive 
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juss. jussive 
m. masculine 
n. noun 
p. person 
part. participle 
pass. passive 
pro. pronoun 
ni. niphal 
pa. pael 
pf. perfect 
pl. piel 
pI. plural 
pu. pual 
q. qal 
s (ing) . singular 
SE stereotyped equivalent 
sub. subject 
subj. subjunctive 
suf. suffix 
trans. transpose(ition) 
translit. transliteration 
vb. verb 
voc. vocative 
vs. verse 
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II. Daniel 1:1-10 
The first passage for examination is 1:1-10. This passage was 
chosen because it opens the book and it offers few difficulties. 
Therefore, it is a good introduction to the anJysis. The separate 
discussion of the relationship between OG and Th will be lengthier in 
this opening section in order to help clarify the issues involved. In 
the following sections more of the discussion of their relationship 
will take place within the analysis of TT, because the two are 
naturally considered together. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
1:1 Th 
'Bv b£l tpi'tql 
t~ ~acn1ei~ 
Imooel" 
~acn1£Q)<; 101>5a 
ft19£ N~o1)t08ovOGop 
~a(n1£'\l<; B~1)1cDVO<; 
+dc; lepO'OCJa41111 
1Cat tK0110P1C£1 a1JtiJy 
1: 2 
1Cat L~5m1C£ 1C1lP10<; 
tv l£lpi ai>toi 
tOY Imoocl" 
~acn1£a 101>5a 
1Cat t.c KO pepo1)C; 
tGJv cnc£1>iJv 
OUc01) toi 9£oi 
1Cat Lllv£f1C£V ai>tit 
£«; yflv LI£vvaap 
oUcov to;) 9£0;) ai>toi 
1Cat tit cnc£in) 
Ldcritv£Y1C£V 
Sd<; tOY Ot1Cov 91)CJa1>Poi 
toi 9£0;) a1Jtou 
1:3 
1Cat £(K£V b ~acr11£\l<; 
Acr,av£~ 
1:1 M:r 
vti~ nlm T -:. 
n~':)?rJ7 
c'?!;n~ 
rtjm~-~ 
"'l*1':J ~:ll aD 
1: 2 
1: 3 
- '": t - : T 
~-~ 
c~~" 
• - T : 
,~~ 1~~' 
ii'::1 
'r ; 
c'?!in~-r1$ 
i1jm~-,~ 
~~ 
,~ 
c'n"'x"1-n':l 
• -:: 'r -
~':;1~' 
~~,""r~ 
,'n":lc n'::1 
T .... : -
M'~ 
~iM n'~ 
,'i1"':tt 
T "':': 
~~'j 
T~~ 
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1:1 00 
S'BKi ~cr11£t><; Imoocl" 
t'ij<; 101>5aia<; bo~ 
tpito1) 
LKapay£vo,,£vo<;S 
N~01)l05ovOGop 
~acn1£\l<; ~1)1ivo<; 
d <; ItpO'OCJa11)"a 
SLtn0110p1C£l Sa;,tilv 
1: 2 
1Cai Lnapi&e1C£v aMltJl 
1C1lPlO<; d<; l£ip~ ai>to;) 
S1Cai leoocl" 
~acn1i a 101>5a~ 
1Cai LS"epo<; tl 
tiv LSiepiv cnc£1)GJV 
toi 1C1>Pio1) 
1Cal SLeau1v£Y1CU<; aMit 
Sd<; tltV ~1)1CDvlav 
tv t. Ld5e1ticp aUto;) 
1:3 
1Cai tln£v (, ~cn1£\l<; 
~ltcr5pl 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
t, LitPZ1£1>Voirt, a'\ltoi 
LMdaayay£iv 
tao tiv 1>iiv 
+t1)l; atlPa1GXri~ 
- Iapa1ll. 
)Cai it2l0 toi a.q,pat~ 
t1)l; ~alui~ 
)Cai it.o tev LtopGoppw 
1 :4 
LV£uviGlCo1>~ o{~ 
0'blC lanv tv a'\lto~ 
-pip~ 
)Cai )Ca10\l~ til LcSlV£l 
)Cai L ( (1)V1Evt~) 
tv .cialt LaotiCJ 
)Cai YtYVolGlCOvt~Lyviaw 
teai L8tavoouPEV01>~ 
L ( tPOV1lat v ) 
)Cai So{~ tanv iax\l~ 
tv a,)toi~ Mtat«vat 
tv tqlLOUcQl toi Saatl.E~ 
)Cai M8t8u~at a'\lto\lc. 
ypiJupata )Cai yl.ikJaav 
Xa18aiCDv 
1: 5 
)Cai L ( 5tE t~£v) a,)toi~ 
b paatl.£~ 
to t~ f)pEpac. )Cae ' 
1}pfpav 
tao t1)l; Ltpa2lEt 1l~ 
toi Paad.i~ 
)Cai it 210 toi o(vo1> 
toi L2IO t01) a;,toi 
)Cai LM ( apE ",at) a;,to,)~ 
tt1l tpia )Cai Lpeta taita 
Nati)vat 
Ltvm,nov toi paatl.E~ 
'''0'' -C ~, T • .,. -
M"~ 
. .,: 
'='t-iD" 
- ., : . 
'':I\Q~ 
i1~~ 
'1': -
C"~~-lQ~ 
1 :4 
1:5 
'"'1M C'.,." 
-: -: • T: 
~-1'~ 
C.c-~ 
: T 
~~ '~iZO, 
C'7'*~ 
1'I.X:n-7.)3 
YO: T T: 
n!TJ 'V,r;, 
~ '~.'~~ 
r:Q ~1 
~.,~ 
-:- -:T 
#"+1 ~.,~ 
r:rp~~ 
lit'(~ ~ 
C' :1~ 
r:rf? 1~~ j 
~ 
iCi'=f1 ci"-~ 
:J~-~ 
~ 
l' ~~ 
,'r-'Rtb T: • 
c'n~7~ 
aT~~ trii~ C'~' 
~~ 
~ ,~¢. 
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t. Nta'Dtoi LiJplt£1)VOUxt 
Lityayeiv 
tIC tiv 1)iiv 
+tiv peytmavev 
toi Iapa1l1 
)Cai tIC toi N~mlt)Coi> 
yivo1)~ 
)Cai tIC tmv LtKtMxttlV 
SitpQ)po~ 
)Cai "£i£t5£~ 
teai LtKtaritpov~ 
tv .«alt La~iCJ 
)Cai "ypappan)Co~ 
)Cai I(, aoto~ 
)Cai sialUOVt~ 
S6m£ Ldvat 
tv t. o"uccp toi paall.E~ 
)Cai 5t5u;al a'\lto,)~ 
ypappata )Cai 5uu.£)Ctov 
Xa15ai)C1Jv 
1:5 
)Cai LN5i8O<J9at a'\ltoi~ 
S+llaemv tIC toi 0()c01> 
toi paatlitl~ )Cae' 
t)Cam1lv Tapepav 
itKo t~ Mpaall\)Cil~ 
LtpaKEt1l~ 
)Cai Stoi o(V01> 
S o'i LN.i V£l '" Paalle~ 
)Cai Lt)cKal&£iiaai a;'to,)~ 
btl tpia )Cai Lt)C t01ltCDV 
Mmijcyal 
ipKpO<Je£V toi PaalAE~ 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
1 :6 
ICUI tyivtto tv ui»to~ 
tIC tciv 1)iiv lo"oa 
4UV1111 S +ICui + Avuvul~ 
+ICUI Mlau111 ICai Atapl~ 
1:7 
ICal Ltni01)ICtV a1>toi, 
b LapXlt1)voixo, bvouata 
- - til 
4UV1111 LBal taaap 
ICal t4} AVUVla l:t5pal 
ICai t4} Mlaa111 Mlaal 
ICal t4} Atapla A~8tvayQ) 
1 :8 
ICal tOtto 4UVI1)1 
bd tl)V ICap&iuv a1>toi 
S~ 0-0 un (ci11aY1)Oij) 
tv tij LtpaniCn 
toi puall£~ 
ICUI tv tei o(Vql 
toi L.ot01) ai»toi 
ICal 1\E (Q)G£ 
-tOY LcipX1t1)voixov 
S~ 01> un (ci11aY1)Oij) 
1: 9 
ICai Lt8mICtv b OtO~ 
tOY 4UV1111 
t\~ tltov 
ICat t\ ~ olICnppov 
LtvcilJnov 
toi L"PIlt1)VODx01) 
1:10 
ICat trntv 
b LcipIlt1)voiI~ 
t~ 4UV1111 
"'oPoipal tycD 
1: 6 
~ '0~) 
iT1V1~ , ~~ 
;,~~~" -=-!~., 
;"~" "'0 T: --:- -.,.. 
1:7 
cCr1' , 
e •• T -
~~ -=-!~1? 
,,,, ;,~ ~ ~tP-, 
~Q ~Q7~ 
;l~ ~ ;,:'t~, 
1: 8 
'='t'l1 cCr1" 
_. T -:T-
;37-~ 
-:. 3rt' -to -at 
- T : .. -: ~ 
l~:m, 
~ 
l'~~~ 
,'r-Ib T: .. 
~::;~ j 
C'O'~ ~ 
• T -
-=- 3n' to -at T T: • • ... -: 
1: 9 
C'0~ ll]~j 
'='t !~'-rI$ 
-,en" -: -: : 
C'~~~ 
,~¢ 
C'O'~ ~ 
. ,.-
1:10 
~'i 
c' 0' -si'1 .", 
.. .,. - -
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1 :6 
ICai ftauv tIC tOU"rG)V 
"no "mv 1)iiv "(1); 
100000i~ 
L\UV1111 AVUV1~ 
Mlau111 S AtUP1~ 
1:7 
ICai tniOl1ICtv a1l"roi~ 
" LcJpz1.t1)voiIO~ bvopcna 
S 
- - tf~ 
Spiv L\UV\111 LBal"raaap 
"r4} 8£ AVUVla at8paz 
ICui or. Mlaa111 Mlaal 
ICai or. Atapla AJl8evaYQ) 
1 :8 
ICai Ltvt01)pi)81} L\uv\1}l 
tv "rll ICap8i(J II 
S6nQ)~ Pit LalltG01i 
tv "r4l L8£iPql 
toi ~aml£~ 
ICai tv S, LMniv£\ 
o(vql 
ICai L1i~i CDGtJ 
"rov LcipIlt1)VOVxOV 
Slva p~ L(1)vpol1)vO~ 
1: 9 
)Cai Lt&mICtv IC1iPI~ 
"rov 4UVI1}1 
t\~ Lnp"v 
ICai LS1UplV 
tvavt(ov 
toi LcipIlt1)VOU101) 
1:10 
ICai ttntv 
" Lcipl1£1)voiI~ 
"r, L\UVI1}l 
'AYQ)V\Co 
92 'tOY lC'OC)\OV P01) , ~-..,-~ 'tOY le1JplC)V P 01) 
93 'tOY liucn~£u ~ tOV liucnUa 
94 'tOY LilCtcXf.av'tu n3Q -at tOv Lttt~UV'CU T e -:-: 
95 't1Jy Poicnv _iv CO?:IMD-rit tt\v ~alv i»piv 
-:: --: - -: 
96 lCui 't1}v LKocnv 
-o"iv CO' !!'lIb -rIt , leui tt}v L.ocnvll 
-: -:. -: : 
97 ".ott mn i"e" -at rM-r' SCvu Pit av (51) T T .. . . 
98 'ta KpOaGlKU i»lIiv CO'lEt-rIt 
-: -: e:- If to KpOaO>Kov .iv 
99 L ( C71C1J9pGlKa) o'~t S5lUtttpUJlPivov 
100 leui tiaetvi~ 
101 Kupa ta L (KUI5upIU) C'1?~0-1Q SaupU tOu; 
102 ta L (a1)Vil~llCU -opiv) D:tr~::p ~ SLCf1)V'Cpt.opivo~ i»lIiv 
103 LVtaviC71C01)~ 
104 +S'tiv cJUoytviv+ 
105 ICUt L ( ICu'tu1.ICuat)'tt ) 
106 ti}v ICt'~ TtV P01) 
107 tij) liual~ti' 
11.1. Analysis of 1:1-10 
II.1.i. Morphology 
tr-O'r" lCui LlCIV51)VtWO> t~ i5lfP ":: _ .. ~ 
'qiti-ra, tPUZTtMil 
~7 
1. 9, 73, 96-1n CH 2 we saw that OG sometimes adds a per. pro. against 
MT (1. 9), though it could be a later harmonization to 1. 8. On the 
other hand, in 1. 73, 96 OG omits the pro., which is unnecessary to 
the Greek. 8 
1. 25-OG renders the Hebrew 3 m.s.suf. with a refl. pro. and also 
alters the order by putting the pro. in the attr. position. 
1. 26, 43, 45, 56, 58-Th does not employ an article as a formal 
equivalent for" as a marker of the inf.cons. 
1. 30, 52-In both instances OG substitutes an adj. in the attr. 
position for a gen. This change also affects the word order. 
1. 36, 39, 40~ substitutes a pl. acc. for the n. + gen. cons. 
1. 48-OG substitutes an info for the fin. vb. due to harmonization 
with the info in 1. 43 and 45. 
1. 55, 78~ substitutes a vb. for the gen. cons., which makes 
explicit the consumption of the wine. Quite possibly the motivation 
8S. Blud., pp. 53-54. 
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was that the translator did not understand the text and made a 
contextual guess. S. the discussion of Th and 00, 1. 94-97. 
1. 58-oG and Th render the juss. with the aor.a.inf. to indicate the 
final clause. 
1. 98-oG sUbstitutes s. for pl. S. the discussion of changes In 
number in CH 2. 
11.1. i i. Syntax 
1. 1-3-oG characteristically uses a gen. for dating and transposes the 
information regarding the king prior to the adv. phrase, which omits 
"D as unnecessary. 
1. 4, 16-oG substitutes the parataxis of MT with a hypotactic 
construction, part. + vb. 
1. 7, 17-The prep. is added in keeping with Greek idiom, though In 1. 
21 it is unnecessary in Th. 
1. 8-The prep. is omitted as redundant. 
1. 11-oG chooses to substitute the conj. for the sign of the acc., 
which resul ts in a 1Ca\ ••• 1Cai (both/and) construct ion. It removes 
any ambiguity that might exist in the Hebrew concerning the removal of 
Jehoiakim. 9 
1. 13, 54, 85-oG omits the prep. as redundant. 
1. 14-OG substitutes an attr. adj. for the gen. cons. 
1. 17-OG omits redundant material in 1. 18-22 (s. Text-Critical), but 
no informat ion is lost .10 
1. 35-OG substitutes the n. with an alpha privative to render the reI. 
phrase. Th omits K~, but otherwise =MT. 
1. 42-OG substitutes an acc. ptcp. for the reI. phrase, which renders 
C~~ redundant. Th follows MT but adds the 3 s.vb. that is implicit in 
the Hebrew. 
1. 43-OG employs &GtE (not In 967) and this makes it explicit that the 
9 S. Charles, pp. 4-5; Mont., pp. 113-115. 
1088-Syh correctly mark the asterisked add. that conform to MT in 
1. 18-19. 
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, on the inf.cons. signifies consequence. 
1. 49-el9tGlv is a substitution for ,~, In order to make the meaning of 
the term explicit and the prep. phrase IS added for clarification. 
1. 55, 77-0G substitutes a relative clause (s. Morphology) for the gen. 
cons. 
1. 63-64, 68-71-0G omits the conj. in 1. 64 In harmony with the 
previous omission, whereas in 1. 68-69 OG seems to have employed the 
Greek J1£v/5t 11 (s. CH 2), followed in 1. 70-71 by coordinat ion wi th 
!Cat.. There are no grounds to question whether the Vorlage was 
diff eren t in OG. T h coordinates t he names wit h !Cal a I so in 1: 19. 
1. 67-The vb. W probably was not in the Vorlage. s. the discussion 
of these lines in the relationship between OG and Th. 
1. 74, 81-Th employs the same equivalent (cUlG'Y1l91l) for 'tUn' whi Ie 00 
uses variety. 
1. 79-a;lO~ + acc. + iva is an idiom (BAG, p. 78) so we would not 
expect the Hebrew prep. to be represented. 
1. 97~ and Th both substitute more appropriate Greek usage. 
However, OG uses tva + subj. in a clause which is consecutive, while 
Th has a more idiomatic rendering with J1~ott (s. BDF §370.2). 
1. 99 to lOO-oG requires addition of the n. in 1. 100 to the part. 
5latptnCl) (1-4) in order to render the sense of the Hebrew. 
1. 101-0G and Th employ 1tapa + acc. for the comparative. Comparative 
10 occurs 5x elsewhere. In 1: 15 OG has !CptUrGCI)V + gen., Th unep + acc.; 
2:30 OG bltep + acc., Th napa + acc.; 7: 19 OG napa + acc., Th gen. 
part. !; 7: 23 OG 1tapa + acc., Th fin. vb.!; 8: 3 OG u'VllA.OttpOV, Th 
~t'lA.6ttpov + gen. The comparative + gen. and the positive with 
Jtapa/uJtf.p + acc. are common equivalents in the LXX.12 Therefore, the 
agreement in 1: 10 is not particularly striking, especially when we 
consider the OG and Th choices elsewhere. 7:19, 23 both involve the 
J. 
Vb. tC~ru + 10 and it is Th who has the dynamic renderings. 
liS. the discussion in 3: 11-20, Syntax, 1. 51. 
12See I. Soisalon-Soininen, "Renderings of Hebrew Comparative 
Expressions with MIN in the Pentateuch," BIoses 12 (1979): 27-42. 
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1. l02-0G renders the relative phrase with the acc. part. (cj.) Th 
employs a complementary acc. in order to provide good Greek and 
follow the word order of the Hebrew. 
1. l04-Added by OG for clarification of the identity of the other youths 
in training. 
II.1.iii. Lexicology 
1. 4-Kapuyiyv0I1U1 is 2/2 for M'l::l in OG (also 2:2), never in Th. 
1. 8-Ko1.10PlCt0 for 'iQt (both m. in Daniel) is a fairly common equivalent 
in the later literature of the LXX (8-30, excluding 7x in Pentateuch). 
1. 9, 82-5(50)111 and its compound form with Kapa is an expected SE in Th 
for tnl (21/21)13 and ~, (20/20) .14 There are 6 other instances of 
5i5f1),ll or one of its compounds in Th. There is no avai lable Vorlage In 
3:32(=OG) and 34(=OG). In 10:1 the vb. is an add. that makes the 
meaning of the Hebrew explicit, and in 9:27 both Th and OG read the 3 
f.s.q.imp. of tnl for ,nn (m.). Finally, the simple form is found 
twice in 5:21. In the first instance it is a contextual guess for the 
rare vb. i"nD, which is only found twice in Daniel. 15 In the second 
case, Th evidently read D"?~' as ::li1' due to influence from 4:14(17), 
22(25), 29(32). The texts read as follows: 
4:14(17), etc. 
Th reads lCul 0) tUv 56~1l 5cDat1 u-utTtV in all four cases. 
OG is similar to Th in his extensive use of 5~eJ1l and its 
compound forms for lnl (16/18) 16 and:L""1' (13/15),17 but exhibits 
13 1 : 2 , 9, 12, 16, 1 7; 2: 16 ; 4 : 14 ( 17), 22 ( 25 ), 29 ( 32); 8: 12, 13 ; 
9:3,10; 10:12, 15; 11:6, 11, 17,21,31; 12:11. Th has Kapdi5m111 in 
11:6, 11. 
14 2 : 21 , 23, 37, 38, 48; 3:28(95); 4:13(16); 5:17, 18, 19,28; 
6:3(2); 7:4, 6,11,12,14,22,25,27. Th has .UPU&~t)P.l (=OG) in 
3:28(95) and ciK05i5CDl1l in 6:3. 
15 It is untranslated by Th in 3:29(96). 
160G has nupdi5Q)p.1 in 1: 2; 11: 11; (wn5ihl11 in 1: 16; ylV0l1U1 in 8: 12 
(textual difficulty); VUPlCOm? (1-5) in 11:6. OG=O in 4:14(14), 
22(25), 29(32). 
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greater variety in his employment of the compounds and uses them more 
frequently to render a greater variety of vbs. in MT. On seven 
occasions 00 relies on the general meaning of ~~~\ to translate the 
sense of the Vorlage. This is the case for lD" in 1:5, iZC in 7: 22, 
-aD' in 8: 25, It':lil" in 9:24, and mll in 10: 1. 18 11: 17 and 18 both 
read ~Q)at\, which is interesting because there is a difference in the K-
Q in vs. 18.19 OG reflects the reading of the Q=tiM (K=::m1,,). On one 
occasion the translator uses the vb. when making a contextual guess. 
In 11:24 the translator did not understand the 3 m.s.q.impf. of -n:l (1-
2), which is otherwise found only in Ps. 68:31. 
1. 13, 57-The 00 translation is somewhat surprIsIng in 1. 57 when we 
consider that elsewhere n3? (7x) is rendered well. 20 00 seems to 
take the m.pl.suf. of the n. to refer to the f. £t~, but gives a very 
literal "Theodot ionic" type of rendering wi thout including 1:UO~ to get 
the sense that it is "at the end of" the 3 years. Th's rendering 
using ~t1:a + acc. is more idiomatic. 
1. 14-The adj. of 00 gives greater specificity than the gen. cons. it 
replaces. Th's choice represents incomplete lexical leveling (s. 1. 
44) . 
1. 16, 20, 26-In all three cases of M1:l (hi.) 00 chooses a different 
vb. cintpti50> in 1. 20 of 00 is fairly rare (1-9) in the LXX. Th uses a 
form of .~o> in the first two instances, but also gives a good 
rendi t ion. 21 
1700=0 in 4:13(16); 5:17, 18, 19; 6:3(2) and KapaSi&lp\ in 2:38; 
3: 28( 95) . 
I8 S. CH 2 for a discussion of the textual variant in 10:1. 
19Vs • 17 MT begins z::iI1', and vs. 19 21". In vs. 18 the Q has the 
former while the K has the latter. Th reads with K. 
20Also 1:15, 18; 2:42; 4:26(29), 31(34). In 4:31 00=0. 00 and Th 
share the reading pfp~ tl for n3?-lD in 2:42. 
21MT has M':l in the hi. lOx. The 00 equivalences elsewhere are 
aym in 1:18(2); tKUyO> in 9:12, 14; ~~e~l in 9:24; a textual problem in 
11:6; cin~~O) in 11:8. Th has common readings in 9:12, 14. Th has 
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1. 17, 32-Th translit. (s. CH 6, #94). OO's use of tn~£KtO~ (1-16) for 
C'Orli~ (1-3) "nobility" (BDB, p. 832) in 1. 32 is most likely an 
exegetical rendering based on the parallel with ;rr.,~Oi1 l'irC1, but OG 
manages to convey that the trainees are to be chosen from the cream 
of (Israelite) society.22 
1. 22-0G uses a more specific term in order to make the meaning 
explicit. 
1. 25, 66, 
1:11, 18. 
S. p. 112, above. 
80, 87, 89-0G and Th share a common loan translation. Also 
1. 33, 101, 103-0""(l"1) appears 5x in ch. 1 and OG translates 
consistently with vtavi(JK01>~23 (cf. CH 2 for 1:10), whereas Th prefers 
n(xl8apla (4/5). Th's agreement with OG in 1. 33 is a common reading, 
though it could be due to textual corruption. 
1. 36-Th has O"'l~ also in 3: 19, whereas 00 employs it In 1: 13, 15 for 
i1MiO. S. Lexicology in 3:11-20. 
1. 37-The hi. substantive part. C"~U10 occurs 5x. 00 has several 
equivalents: !n\(Jt~0V (1-12, 1. 37), £VVO£0 (1-9, 11:33; s. Th in 
9:23), auvitUll (11:35; 12:3), 8laVOt0J1a\ (12:10). Th employs auvnun 3/5 
and prefers to render all words related to /?:Jo with aUv£a\~ or its 
cognates. 24 
1. 38-00 (5/7) and Th (8/8) both employ ao,i(X as a SE for ;,o~n.25 
There are two additional uses of the n. in 5: 11, but the omission by 
tiaay6) in 1: 18 (2); aym in 9: 24; ~tp6) in 11: 6, 8. 
22Here we are taking the conjunctive in i1,'r.G1 l'iTO' as 
explicative. This position is argued in detail in the forthcoming 
thesis of R.G. Wooden at St. Andrews. 
2300 has v£av\aKO~ 5/5 In 1: 4, 10, 13, 15, 17. 11: 6=0? Th has 
v£av\~ in 11: 6 • 
24 1 ... f d' . See CH 4. I I I •• 111. or 1Scuss10n. 
2500 and Th 1 n 1; 4; 2; 20, 21, 23, 30. 1 : 1 7 CXJ has a\)v£a\~; 
1:20=free; OG=O in 5:14. 
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both OG and Th as well as the content of the saying ("'lm~ ~:)rTl 
r~~M) indicates that this is a later insertion. 
1. 39-yvicn~ is a SE (2/2) for n" in Th (s. also 12:4). 
1. 4O-This is the only place where Th employs 5ulVo£opal for l'~. It is 
usually the common equivalent employed by 00, but 00 has rendered the 
syntagm wi th a dynamic equivalent (s. below). 26 
1. 41-'-,0 is only here and 1: 17. 00 employs the acc. pl. of CJ~6~ to 
render ,-,0 'l':m, in 1:4, but has a more formal approach with tKlCnipll 
in 1:17. Th possibly has "'OVllCJl~ in both cases. 27 The related term 
"m also appears in 2:21, 4:31(34), 33(36); 5:12. Th employs tp. in 
ch. 4 while ~OVllCJl~ is found in 2:21; 5:12. 00 only has an equivalent 
in 2: 21, CJiJv£CJl~. 
1. 43-0G employs the more general elval, but the meaning has been 
retained. 
1. 44-0ne might argue that Th's choice of 01Jcql for ~~'i"1 is due to OG 
influence, but Th offers the same renderings in 5:5=OG and 6: 19( 18). 
For the most part, Th prefers o'bco~ for both n'~ (11/12)28 and ~~,~ 
(3/7),29 and we can account for why Th does not render 3 of the 
other 4 with o'bc~. Both terms occur in 4:1 and Th chooses to omit 
.,~,~ as redundant; or it was not in his Vorlage. In 5:2 the context 
required a more specific word (va~) as opposed to the more general 
term. NOW, we might ask why o'bco~ is not appropriate in 5:2 when the 
referent is the same as 1:4? The difference is this. Th could say 
that Nebuchadnezzar took some of the holy vessels from "the house of 
26For a detai led discussion of the renderings for r~, see the 
section on 8:1-10, vs. 5. 
27It was noted in CH 4.I.iii. that the 4th century Sahidic ms. 925 
does transpose ~£CJlV and .povllCJlV in 1:17, and it is quite possible 
that this should be the original Th reading. 
28 1: 2 (3); 2:5,17; 3:29(96); 4:1(4), 27(30); 5:3,10,23; 6:11. 
29 1 : 4; 4: 1 ( 4 ), 26 ( 29 ); 5: 2, 3, 5; 6: 19. 
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God," (1:4) but it could not be said that he had brought them from 
"the house in Jerusalem," (5:2). Both of the Hebrew terms occur 
together again in 5:3 but neither one appears in the 00. The 
repitition of vaoi in 5:3 and the non-translation of n~~ could be due 
to harmonization with the previous vs. On the other hand, n'~', has 
the air of a gloss and this impression is supported by the witness of 
the versions (s. BHS).30 The remaining vs. is 4:26(29) where the OG 
has the king walking tal tmv t£lxiw (wall s) t~ .04£~ and Th again 
employs vao~. 
1. 48, 94-Elsewhere Th renders iDD (4/5) wi th lCcx9iGt1}Ju where it has 
the sense "to appoint someone. ,,31 Both 5l£t«;£v (1-21, not in OG) and 
tlCta;avtu (1-6) ({tUGG£lV) are fairly rare in the LXX. Both 00 (16x) and 
Th (1Ix) employ {'CuaG£lV frequently, but 1. 94 is their only common use. 
OG prefers to use the compound forms Jq)OOtCxGGQ) (6x)32 and taltOaG£lV 
(6x),33 while Th only employs bn'CuooQ) in 6: 10(9), and prefers to use 
tvtCxOGQ).34 
1. 52, 53, 75-0G and Th have a common reading in 1. 52, 53, but both 
tPQz£tu and ~£iavov represent good renditions for the difficult l~E) (s. 
30ef . the recent argument that the phrase Mi"1"M n':1" IS the point 
of emphasis in the clause which is virtually verbatim from vs. 2. See 
B.T. Arnold, "Wordplay and Narrative Techniques in Daniel 5 and 6," 
JBL 112 (1993): 481. However, the question is whether this emphasis 
was in the original text or was it introduced by a later scribe? 
31S. 1:11; 2:24, 2:49; 3:12. 00 also has lCuelOtl1." in 2:24,49; 
3: 12, though only in 3:12 do OG and Th have a common form 
(ICUttOt110U~). In 5:26 ruo is rendered by Uplep£ol in 00 and p£tP£Q) in Th. 
In 1: 11 00 has altoli£lJcvuQ). 
J2S. 2:9, 12, 14; 3:10, 13; 4:11(14). 
33S• 1:18; 2:2, 46, 3:19, 20, 24. The use of auvtOaoQ) (aor. 
ptcp.) is a dynamic rendering in 11:23. tKOtUooQ) for "'~ in 7:27 is a 
unique reading and the verb occurs as part of a plus in 11:37. 
34 5 : 24 , 25; 6: 11 ( 10 ), 13 ( 12), 14 ( 13 ); 10 : 21. _OtUooQ) i s emp loyed 
in 6:14(13) where Th has an omission and also as a dynamic rendering 
for the hi. of "W in 11:39 (cf. the more literal rendering in OGle 
Elsewhere Th always employs lC1>pl£Uo> for "ric (11: 3, 4, 5, 43). The 
simple form of tcJaOQ) occurs in Th 6:13(12) and 11:17. 
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BDB, p. 834). OG has otixvov 4/6 (s. 1:13, 15, 16) while Th prefers 
~pimeta 4/6 (Th=OG in 1:15).35 
1. 55, 78, 96-Th and OG translate mrm with 2loenv (HL in LXX!) in 1. 
96. The choice of KOGtv could have been motivated by the similar sound 
in ~malv in 1. 95, but it is a distinctive agreement. Elsewhere Th 
translates with ~otO~ (s. 1. 55, 78) and ~~a (1-4) in 1:16. OG has 
t he vb. 2llVEG) in 1. 55, 78 and om its in 1: 16. 
1. 56-0G (HL) and Th employ good as well as distinct renderings for 
the vb. Th also employs tP~tlv as a good rendi t ion for the hi thpe. 
l'Tn' (HL, s. BDB, p. 1091) in 4:9(12). 
1. 59, 86-Th prefers to restrict the rendering of £VCDJUOV to ' lm 
(9/15), particularly in the opening Hebrew section (5/6), whereas OG 
uses a variety of equivalents throughout the book.36 The same is true 
in the Aramaic section of Daniel where Th prefers £V~lOV for DiP 
(19/41). At the same time Th does not depend on OG nor is Th a 
mechanical literalist. For example, of the 57x 'l~ and cnr occur in 
MT, Th shares a common rendering with OG in only 5 instances. 37 
1. 65, 67-S. the discussion of Th's relationship to OG. 
35The remaInIng reference is 11:26 where Th guesses with O&Gl 
(f.s.acc.part.) "his wants (reading ,,3?) will devour him" and OG 
with pfplpva "his thoughts (reading n-,s?) will waste him." S. Collins, 
Daniel, p. 366. 
36 S• 1:5, 9, 13, 18, 19; 2:2; 8:3, 4, 6, 7; 9:10, 18, 20; 10:12. 
Th has tvavnov in 1:18; 9:20; 10:12; 2lPO in 8:3; the more literal Kata 
KPOOCOKOV autou in 9: 10; 11: 16. The prep. tVo..lOV only occu r s in three 
other places in Th, but is a good rendering in each: 3:3 for ":;,", 
3: 40 MI'=O, and 8: 15 for 'ill". 
OG has tp2lp0C79tv in 1: 5; tvavtiov in 1: 9; 9: 20; 10: 12; 11: 16; 6'Vl~ 
Tt"iv! in 1: 13; 1q)~ in 1.18; ~apa in 1.19; 2: 2; clKtvaVn in 8: 3; tV In 
8 : 6; KatEvavn in 8: 7; tV.2ll0V in 8: 4 ; 9: 10, 18 . 
37tp2lP0C79tv in 6: 11 ( 10); tVcD2ll0V in 8: 4; 9: 18; tvavtiov in 9: 20; clKo 
Jq>OGe-ou autou (for "lEl"C) in 11:22. The last case is a distinctive 
agreement, but note that it is Th who has the literal reading Kata 
Jq>OO&KOV autou in the previous use of "lEl" in 11: 16. 
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1. 68-QG and Th have a common transliteration of the name that agrees 
with the transliteration of the name of the king in ch. 5. 
1. 74, 81-Th standardizes the translation of the vb. whereas OG uses 
variety. These are the only two occurrences of the vb. 'M~n' (2-
11),38 in Daniel, but 2 forms of the pi. and 1 PUt are found together 
in Mal. 1:7(2x), 12 in which the topic is the desecration of the Lord 
because of the food which the priests offer. Not only is there 
similarity in the themes--the priests polluting the alter, Daniel not 
wanting to defile himself--but the Greek vb. found in Mal. IS ~\oy£\v. 
There is only one other occurrence in the LXX (Sir. 40:29). 
Therefore, the rendering in Th most likely has been influenced by Mal. 
ouv~oAuv9n in 1. 81 is a HL. 88-Syh read with Th in 1. 74, but 
967 has the OG reading with another HL ~\(£)o9ij (s. CH 2.111. and the 
discussion of 1:8 below). 
1. 79-Th and OG have the same rendition of the Hebrew vb. (s. LEH, p. 
43 and Syntax). An equivalent translation is found for the Aramaic 
Ml):l in OG and Th,39 though elsewhere they give other renderings 
(cf. 1:20; 8:15; 9:3). 
1. 84, 85-S. the discussion in CH 3.111.3. 
1. 99-~T is a rare term (1-5, s. BDB, p. 277). Th gives a good 
dynamic rendering with oxu9p~na (1-4, s. BAG, p. 758). 00, S. 1. 99-
100, Syntax. 
1. 102-") is a HL in MT.40 OG (1/3, s. IV Macc. 13:21, 24) offers a cj. 
ouv'tp~~ (s. LSJ). Th uses OUVftAl~ (1-3), which is a good translation 
of the Hebrew. 
I. 105-:l,n is rare in MT (1-2?, s. BDB, p. 295). Appropriately 
enough, OG lClvSuveu~ (1-7) and Th lCataS\lC~6) (1-10) again use rare and 
38A weakened form of {'l)~, s. Mont., p. 133; KB, p. 163. 
39S. OG-2:16, 23, 49; 4:30a?; 6:5(4),8(7), 13(12); Th-2:16, 23; 
6:12(11). 
40Bevan, p. 61, identifies this and the following term as Aramaic 
loan-words. 
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distinct vocabulary for the translation. The OG rendering catches the 
emotion slightly better. We might translate, "And I would lose my 
neck!" 
II.l.iv. Summary 
In 1:1-10 OG gives a faithful translation of a Vorlage that is 
generally very similar to, if not, identical with MT. OG exhibits 
characteristics of formal equivalence by following the word order and 
representing most of the lexemes and morphemes in MT. He does avoid 
some of the parataxis of MT by employing two hypotactic constructions 
with part. (1. 4, 16), and on one occasion uses a postpositive conj. 
(5£ in 1. 69). OG's dynamic approach to translation is evident in 
various ways. On several occasions he makes appropriate changes to a 
semitic relative clause in order to render the semantic content (1. 
42, 74, 81, 97) and omits elements that are redundant (1. 1-4, 16-22, 
107). OG also introduces shorter readings by employing one lexeme to 
render the meaning of two in the parent text (1. 35-37, 39-40). 
However, in two cases he adds elements to clarify MT or to make it 
explicit (1. 49-50, 104). The most significant indication of OG's 
dynamic approach is the variety in his lexical choices (1. 4, 72, 74, 
81, 84, 85, 105, 106), though a couple resulted from guesses (1. 99, 
102) . 
Th's TT exhibits a high degree of formal correspondence to his 
Vorlage, but always with the intention of presenting the meaning of 
the parent text within the linguistic boundaries of the target 
language. Therefore, there are minor omissions or additions of 
morphemes and slight changes in the syntax to preserve the semantic 
content (1. 74, 79-81, 97, 102). On two occasions Th employs 
transliterations (1. 17, 32), and, generally speaking, Th exhibits his 
own pattern of translating MT (s. 11.2. below). 
11.2. The Relationship Between OG and Th 
As an opening to our discussion of whether or not Th is a 
recension we will examine vs. 8 in which there is a high degree of 
verbal agreement between Th and OG. The argument that Th is a 
recension would go something like this: 1. Th has borrowed from OG 1n 
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1. 79 (s. Lexicology).41 2. Th has borrowed the rendering of the vb. 
in 1. 74 from OG (1/2-5); therefore, 1. 81 is also dependent upon OG, 
because Th tends to standardize (s. 1. 74-Syntax). 3. Th follows the 
loan translation of C'C'~~. 4. Th has merely changed the prep. In 
1. 73 and standardized terms in 1. 72, 75-78. On this analysis Th 
retains OG for 16 words, follows 1 omission, and is dependent upon OG 
for at least 2 more. We will make our total possible readings 30. 
There are 31 words in Th, but 1. 82 repeats 1. 74 and each time Th has 
one more word than OG. We now have 29, but we allowed for one 
omission of a pro. which makes the total 30. Based on this analysis 
Th shows the influence of OG in 19 out of 30 or 63% of its readings. 
The above argument seems convincing, but is there another way to 
look at the evidence? For example, the above analysis assumes Th 
borrowed the rendering of the vb. in I. 74. How do we know who knew 
the meaning of ~Mln'? The fact that OG has a HL in 1. 81 supports the 
contention that 967 has the true OG rendering in 1. 74. O. Munnich 
has recently supported the same position by suggesting that the 
reading al\ay~en is the result of pre-hexaplaric correction toward 
Th.42 Second, except for the rendering of the vb. in 1. 79, Th offers 
an expected formal correspondence to the MT that could be arrived at 
by any Hebrew student at the end of his/her introductory year!43 On 
this analysis, Th only has a common rendering of the vb. in I. 79 and 
the loan translation for C'C'~ ~ in I. 80. 2 words + 1 omission of 
a prep. 3 of 30=10%. 
1. 7, 8-The add. of the prep. in 1. 7 is not remarkable; and even 
though the reading of the vb. is one of the more obvious choices (1/1) 
we should view it as a common reading. 
1. 13 to 16-The reading of Th in 1. 13 looks like Th has rendered UKO 
for t he prep. 1tl and borrowed OG' s "i:p~ for n3?, but it is a correct 
rendering. The distinct readings for the same Hebrew in 1. 57 confirm 
41That is, only if 88-Syh and not 967 is regarded as OG. 
42Munnich, "Orig~ne," p. 188. 
43The translation of the vb. in 1- 72 is Th's normal equivalent. 
S. the discussion of 1. 65-67, below. 
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that Th is not relying on OG in 1. 13. L. 14-15 in Th show expected 
formal equivalence to MT (s. HR). 
1. 25, 66, 80, 87, 8~ and Th share a common loan translation for 
C'O'~/M ~'/~ (also 1:11, 18). 
1. 26-Similar to 1. 16 it is possible that the compound was inspired 
by the simple vb. in OG, but the hi. of M~ is translated the same way 
by Th 2x in 1:18 (cf. OG ~yaytiv and ~x9~aav; s. CH 2) and it is an 
obvious choice. 
1. 33-Th has the usual OG reading of VtavlGXO~, though this may be from 
textual corruption. 
1. 44 to 46-S. Lexicoiogy, 1. 44 for o~,. The remainder are expected 
equivalents, though yp~~ata might be viewed as a shared rendering. 
1. 5Q-Th's use of ~ata for ~ is the only example In the book and the 
only occurrence of the preposition before 3:28. This might suggest 
that Th has borrowed from OG. Th also overlaps with OG in 9 other 
vss. (6:5[4]; 10:15; 11:4, 16, 36; but 4x the MT =0, 3:28; 42[2x]; 
43). However, ~ata ~~£pav is a good Greek rendering of the Hebrew 
distributive meaning "every day" (Mayser, 11.2. 430ff.), whereas OG 
uses £~aat~v. Therefore, there is no reason to conclude that Th was 
influenced in this rendition by OG. 
1. 52, 53-OG and Th have a common reading of tpimtta, though OG has 
5eixvov in 1. 75. It is possible that OG's reading is corrupt because he 
prefers 5eixvov in 1:8, 13, 15, 16. However, Th does employ 8tiKYOV In 
1:16. So this might be classified as a distinctive agreement. 
1. 58-Th has already established this translation (s. 1. 43), and it IS a 
SE throughout the LXX. 
1. 65 to 67-The first three lines read exactly the same in OG and Th, 
so we could very easily presume that Th has borrowed from OG. On 
the other hand, the only striking features of the reading involve the 
vb., i.e. it is the same in 1. 65 and both omit it in 1. 67. There are 
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fifteen possible readings of C'i1 in MI'. 44 One involves a Q in 11: 18 
(s. Lexicology, 1. 9), 6x OG=O, and in only 2 places OG employs 
,.fn9evul (s. also 6:18[17]).45 In contrast, excluding 11:18, Th offers 
a good translation of C'i1 in almost every occurrence and employs 
,.fn9evul 7x.46 When we consider the generally close formal 
correspondance of Th to MT we have to allow for the probability that 
the vb. in 1. 67 of MI' is a later insertion (s. Text-Gritical). OG 
and Th would only then agree in their reading of tsE9lllCev; but it is Th 
who consistently employs {n9evul. 
1. 68-The shared reading of ~u1tuCJup is dist inct ive, but there are no 
means to determine the direction of borrowing. Furthermore, it is 
likely the result of textual transmission. 
1. 94-97-S. Lexicology 1. 48, 94 concerning the acc. part. in 1. 94. 
It is Th who used this form of {tuCJCJG previously in 1. 48 and this is 
the only place where Th and OG use a form of the verb in the same 
place. Th employs a more idiomatic rendering of the Hebrew vb. in 1. 
97, so it is unlikely that Th is in any way dependent upon OG for the 
understanding of the syntax. There is also the exact verbal 
correspondence in 1. 95-96, which includes the unusual common reading 
of KOeJlV in 1. 96 and the HL J'po.lCJ1V in 1. 95. Once again we have to 
ask, from whom did the reading originate? Is Th merely copying OG, 
or is the OG that we have a late revision based on Th? There is 
nothing particularly important about the use of PPiotv for "~am (10/30 
441 : 7, 8; 2: 5; 3: 10, 12; 3: 29 ( 96 ); 4 : 3 ( 6 ); 5: 12; 6: 14 ( 13 ), 15 ( 14 ) , 
18(17), 27(26); 11:17, 18. OG and Th=O once in 1:7. 
45OG=0 in 4:3(6); 5:12; 6:14(13),15(14),27(26) and 1:7. Except 
for the use of ~~et in 11:17; 18, OG uses a variety of equivalents or 
more dynamic renditions for this particular vb. tVeU~£O~Ul in 1:8; 
KpoatUCJCJ~ in 3:10; .~£~ in 3:12. The remaining two examples are in 
2:5 and 3:29(96) where both Th and OG had trouble with MT (s. the 
discussion in 2:1-10). 
46 S• 1:7,8; 3:10; 4:3(6); 5:12; 6:18(17), 27(26). Even in 3:12 
where Th has evident ly read the vb. l)~ the translation offers a good 
dynamic equivalent, and in 6:15(14) Th has tiy.VitO~Ul! UtetaYl1 in 
6:14(13) and t~el in 11:17 are then the only places where Th fails to 
use the expected equivalent. 
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in LXX), but it is interesting that in the three other occurrences of 
nn~ OG uses a vb. twice and leaves it untranslated in 1:16. Th, on 
the other hand, uses three different equivalents for ~~, two of 
which are very rare in the LXX. The omission of mrDD in 1:16 may 
indicate that OG actually did not know the meaning of the Hebrew 
term, though this would be unusual for such a common word. 
However, in 1. 55 OG could have employed the Vb. quite easily as a 
contextual guess (and by extension 1. 78), but the context did not 
allow it in 1:16. In any event, it is at least as likely that the 
rendering in 1. 96 is due to revision of OG in the light of Th! The 
alternative explanation, that Th in 1. 96 reflects OG, which merely 
omitted i1nrzm as redundant in 1:16, is less likely for two reasons. 
First, Th demonstrates considerable independence in the latter half of 
vs. 10, 1. 99-107. This is obvious in the choice of terminology (s. 
Lexicology, 99, 101, 102, 105) and the syntax (s. 1. 97 and 1. 102). 
Second, the exact formal correspondence of OG and Th to MT is more 
characteristic of Th. 
In summary, OG and Th have shared readings in 1. 8, 13, 26, 33, 
46, 52, 58, 65, 67, 68, 79, 94-96 and the five occurrences of 
cip'l\£1)VOUxo~. However, only v£av\(nco~ in 1. 33, KOCJ\~ in 1. 96, and 
~altaaap in 1. 68 could be called distinctive agreements. There are no 
means to determine the direction of borrowing for either of the last 
two, though there is good reason to believe that xOa\~ is due to Th 
influence on OG. Given Th's consistent use of xa\5ap\a for C'~~', it 
is possible that 1. 33 is due to textual corruption. L. 13, 26, 58 
are such obvious equivalents that they cannot be considered as 
evidence of any dependence by Th on OG, and in 1. 65, 94-96 OG may 
also be dependent upon Th. The omission in 1. 67 probably reflects an 
original reading; and the other common readings in 1. 8, 46, 79 are 
not particularly important either. There may be significance in the 
common reading of C!CP'l\£1)VOUx~, but technical terms and common names 
are particularly susceptible to harmonization. 
The evidence that Th has actually borrowed any readings from OG 
In 1:1-10 is practically non-existent. On the other hand, there are 
numerous distinctive disagreements which indicate that Th was 
translating independently. Overall, Th offers a consistent 
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translation of MT that does not presuppose OG, and he employs unique 
or his own distinctive vocabulary in 1. 37, 41, 48, 56, 74, 81, 99, 
102, 105. The existence of only three distinctive agreements (of 
which one may stem from Th), so few common readings, and the number of 
distinctive Th readings in this section leads to the conclusion that 
Th is not a recension of OG in this passage. The agreements may 
represent Th's occasional borrowing or knowledge of OG, but there is 
no evidence of systematic revision of OG. On the other hand, we have 
only just begun the analysis and perhaps it is better to suspend our 
judgment. The picture of Th's relationship to OG should become 
clearer as we proceed. 
11.3. Text-Critical Problems 
1. 18 and 19, 21-The omission in 1. 18-19 could be due to the 
translator's decision to omit the words as redundant. There is also 
the possibility that the translator omitted C'~-nM' ~~M n'~ by 
parablepsis. The vb. in 1. 20 is marked with the i1, but it is followed 
by ,~ and 1. 21 begins with n'~ as well. A third possibility is that 
"~M n'~ was inserted as an explanatory gloss to ~l;i~~. 47 In this 
case only C'~-nM' was deemed redundant, though the phrase is 
retained in 88-Syh with «uta. A decision here is difficult, but the last 
possibility is probably the one that leads to the original text.48 L. 21 
was omitted as unnecessary by the rendering of ~~M by d&fDU\ql (s. 
Lexicology) • 
1. 28-S. 2:25. Charles, p. 12, is most likely correct when he argues 
t ha t m'U has been am itt ed (OG reproduces ',rn in err.) from Mf. The 
presence of the addition in Th, which otherwise follows Mf so closely, 
is convincing reason to emend MT rather than view the add. as a gloss 
from 2: 25. 49 
1. 49-S. Syntax. 
47Charles, p. 8, argues this position, and suggests there is a 
further addition in MT as well. 
48Also O. PIDger, Das Buch Daniel, KAT (GUtersloh: Mohn, 1965), p. 
36; Mont., p. 118. Collins, Daniel, p. 127, suggests all of 1. 19-22 
may be a later gloss. 
49Cf . the suggestion of Blud., p. 51 and Mont., p. 115. 
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1. 67-The vb. in MT is a later insertion. S. the discussion of Th's 
relationship to OG, 1. 65-67. The vb. is also omitted in the Peshitta 
and Vulgate. 
1. 104-We have already noted that this addition is for clarification 
of who the other youths were (s. Syntax). 
1. 107-OG omits because of the dynamic rendering given to the clause, 
s. Lexicology, 1. lOS. 
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III. Daniel 2:1-10 
The opening 10 verses from ch. 2 were chosen for investigation 
because they offer the most variants in the chapter as well as some 
interesting translation equivalents. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
2: 1 Th 
'Bv t~ fttl tc; &tMEpfp 
t~ ~a(n1t~ 
L ( itv1mVlaaOll) 
N~o1)X06ov. ULtVWrvlOV 
leal L (i;i a t ll) 
to KYt\lla airtoi 
leal 6 ;,av~ autoi 
tytvtto ci K' autoi 
2:2 
teal ti' KtV 0 ~aaI1£~ 
~a1iaal 
toil!; t.aol&ou, 
teal to,)~ J1"y01)~ 
teal tOU~ ,apJ1U1COU~ 
leal to,)~ Xa1&aio1)~ 
~oi Lcivayyti1al 
tij} ~am1ti 
ta Ltvimvla autoi 
leal 1l10av 
teal fatllauv 
£V~IOV toi ~aaI1£~ 
2:3 
teal £i' KtV m>toi~ 
b ~aaI1t~ 
- -L('HV1lKvlaaOllv ) 
teal L(t;iatll) 
to KYt\ll" J10\) 
~oi yvival 
to L£VtmvIOV 
2:1 MT 
C'nD nl;'b~ 
. - : -:. 
n~'-x:b 
: -: 
~ 
niD~ -eJ~~~ 
2:2 
2:3 
2:4 
Cl)!I r-" -: y : • -
"a" m'i'1l T T '1'::. 
~ -qat', 
at1?? 
C'~,," . ,,: - -
C'~7' 
C"~7' 
"'m 
~7 
,'m"':n ~ -: 
~~j 
,~ ,~¢. 
c:'J~ -qat' j 
~ 
'm~ ci~ 
• : 'I' T -: 
C18'I' ": T· -
f1Vl? 
-- ~ 
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2:1 00 
Kai tv t41 &t1>tEp(p £ttl 
rii~ ~amA.t~ 
N~1lX06ovO(Jop L(J1)V~l1S 
t\~ +6papata leal+ 
LivvKVla £J1Kta£'iv aUtov 
leal LtapaxOi\val 
iv tfi _vep [ airto;, ] S 
2:2 
[teal] Ltstta;tV 6 
~aatA.t~ Lt\atv£xOiivalS 
to,)~ £saol&ou~ 
leal to,)~ J1"Y01)~ 
teal to,)~ .apJ1UICO~ 
Stiv Xa1&al(Ov 
Lcivayytu,at t. ~aal1ti 
tci Ltvtnrvla aUto;' 
leat sapaytVOJ1tVOl S 
fat11auv 
.api.& t" ~aal1ti 
2:3 
leal tlKtV airtoi ~ 
6 llaalA.t~ 
L'BV1l2Mov Lt8lpmca 
leal Lilelv1tOll 
S PO\) to 2tVeiJpa 
t.lyvival +S [ovv OUO)] + 
to Liv,,2tV\OV 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
01 XalOa\OI 
tij> ~a(nAt\ 
tupUJtl 
Ba<JlAeu 
£i~ tOU; at 0V~ ~ itOl 
+S(<Ji»L£ixov to tV\mVlOV 
to\~ LXa1<Ji <Jou 
lCal titv LO'UYlCPlO'WIi 
LcXvayytAOUtttV 
2:5 
axtlCpiOl1 6 ~a<JlAeu~ 
to\~ XaASaiol~ 
'0 ~oyo~ 
ilx' tllou Lax£atl1 
£it\' II it Lyvcupi<Jllt£ 1101 
to tvunvlov 
lCal titv LO'UYlCPlO'W"-
£i~ LaxmAtlav l<Jt<JOt 
lCal 01 OilCOI \')lIcAW 
L( Suxpxayipovtal) 
2:6 
tav SSe to LtVUXVlOV 
lCal tit v LO'UYlCPlO'W"-
LyvcupiO'llt£ +11°1 
obJ1ata lCal Scupe~ 
lCal nllitv XOAAitV 
LA tp'Ve<JO£ 
xap' t"01> 
(LXA ilv) 
to tVUXVlOV 
lCal t1\vLO'UYICPUHVW autou 
Lavayy£ilat£ "0\ 
2:5 
'~7 
n'o~ 
. T-: 
'~q l'Q~? 
MQ'ftj ~ 
,~~? 
M-rziE:)~ 
'1': • 
-eM, 
- T : 
M~.W-7 
Mr'I~ 
,.: . 
M1T~ '~Q 
'~~~v;tinr:t M7 lij 
n-rzz,~ 
-: . 
1 ~~ l'Q1ij 
1 i~'lj:f ~ 
2:6 
1 ~~~ '7'~ 
n~~ 
l;t~ 
~T~~ ~ li~ 
lit' ~~ 1;" , 
l~~ 
'~-V~ 
lij7 
MC~ 
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T: .: 
n~~ 
, ~ iOiJ 
01 XaUa\OI 
Stxi t01> ~aO'lAia 
O'uplO'ti 
K uple +~acnAeil+ 
tOY Nai0va ~ it 0'11 
LavayyelAov to Ltvunv\ov 
to\ ~ L"alO'i v O'ou 
lCal Tt,,£i~ L~pa<Jo,,£v 
auto 
2:5 
SaxolCplOt~ SSe b 
~aO'lA£u~ eixtv 
to\ ~ XaASai Ol~ SlonS 
'Bciv "" L [ltxayyeiAllti ] 
1101 +tx' ltl.l1O£ia~+ 
to LtvuXV\OV 
lCal t1\v tOUtOU LlCP\O' 1 v 
+ S Sl1AcO<Jl1t £ 
LxapaS£lYllanO'Oi)<J£O'Oe 
lCal Laval.1111~9i)<J£ta\ 
S\')IIO>V ta LuxapIOvta 
£i~ to ~a<J1A11C6v 
2:6 
tUV SSe to Ltvunvlov 
+SSlaO'~it<Jl1t£ 11°\+ 
lCai titv tOUtou LlCp(<J\v 
L [avayyeilllte ] 
LAit 'V£<J9£ SSollata 
xavto\ a lCal 
S So~a0'9it<J£0'9£ 
Lux' £1I0U 
LSl1AcO<Jatt LouvS 
to tVU XV10V 
lCal ICpi vate 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
2:7 
un£Kpi911oav 
o£mtpov Kai etnav 
('0 ~aolA£i>~ LM einatO> ) 
to evtmvlOv 
toi~ naloiv autou 
Kal tit v LOUYKPlowM 
+autou La vaYY£AoUp£V 
2:8 
Kal a n£Kpi911 
b ~aolA£i>~ 
Kal £rn£v 
'En' aA 1)9ei~ 
o~a ty~ iSn 
Kalpov i>JI£i~ t;ayopaC£t£ 
LKa90tl 
eiOet£ 6n 
Lun£at1) un' ellou 
to L~l1J1a 
2:9 
e«v o~v to evuxvloV 
JI il La vayy£iA,l1t£ JlOl 
(o~a iSn) 
L~l1J1a 
",£uo~ Kai L01£~9apJlevov 
Louvege0ge 
Mdn£iv 
£V6)JtU)V JlO\) 
£O>~ OU 
b Ka1po~ L (nap£A911) 
L ( __ ) 
2:7 
i ~P, 
l'~! nU~~I:1 
tte':r1 M:;) ';c 
2:8 
T : -: 'r:-
-r)t~. 
'i1i-ol)' 
. : -: 
i1-rz.!:1~ T: . 
M:;)';c 
T: -
~'$~ -ll~ 
'":1 i1~~ ,,~ 
l'~=tt 1~r-1~~ M~~ 
'":1 ~-~ 
2:9 
'":1 1in'lp 
'~Q M1T~ 
Mn~ T: • 
MQ~:r 1ij '":1 
, ~ :Un i i1I! tt7 
M'ij-i"11O 
li~ 
i1~~ ,. . 
iU'"1' ntti ~ iC~ T .: T I • 
l~r-I~QTij 
~( 
'tri? 
'":1 1l? 
N~.~ N~'l;' 
F~7 
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2:7 
San£KPi911oav SOt 
tK oeutEpou A.£yovt£~ 
Ba01A.£U to L~aJla 
Lei no; 
0\ SOt naio£~ GO\) 
LKPlVOU 01 V 
npo~ tama 
2:8 
--Kai S etn£v au,tOi ~ 
6 ~a01A.£U~ 
Ka1pov Lt~ayopa~£t£ 
L [ Ka9an£p 
£o>paKat£ 6n 
LunEGtl1 an' £JlOU 
to LnpaYJla] 
+SKa9an£p Sony 
+1tpoo'ti'tala OUtO>~ to'tal 
2:9 
tuv Jll1 Jl01 
to Ltvunvlov 
+SKai titv toutOU 
+KpiolV+ LOl1A.G>Ol1't£ 
+S9ava't~ 1ttpl1t£0£loge 
Louvd na09£ Syap 
LAO you! 
S",£uo£i~ 
L1t01 tlOa09al 
tn' £JlOU 
fo>~ av 
6 lCa\p~ LaAA.01W9ij 
viiJ S01>V S£w 
99 'to evtmvu)v +J1ou 
100 Lelna't£ J10\ 
101 
102 Kal YV6HJ0J1al 6'tl 
103 'tltv LGUYlCplGlvM-
104 Lttvayyd,£itt J101 
2: 10 
105 aneKpi8llGaV 
106 0\ XaAliaiol 
107 ev~\ov tot> ~aG\A£~~ 
108 Kal AtYOUG1V 
109 OUe lGnv lxvOp(l)no~ 
110 ent 'tii~ L(~llp~) 
111 oon~ to L~ilJ1a 
112 'tot> ~aG1Ai O>~ 
113 liuvi}G£tal LMyvo>piGa\ 
114 LKaObn 
115 nc:.; ~aG1A£')~ 
116 J1f:ya~ 
117 Kal LaPI~V 
118 L6ilJ1a L't010UtO 
119 OUlC tn£pO>'tq 
120 --Senaolliov -J1ayov 
121 - XaAliaiov 
111.1. Analysis of 2:1-10 
III.l.i. Morphology 
2: 10 
'":1 V:J~~, 
r1~ 
, J l 'nTI 
. -,-:-: 
;J~ 
N~~ 
tq~-~ 
1'~' 
unN 'n'N-N? 
T-: -. T 
~,-." 
T : ": - -
n~ '":1 
tO~ y: -
'":1 ~-~ 
,~-~ 
:lj 
~,~, 
i1l~ i1m 
,.:. T • 
~, m7TJ-~7 
'~' 
+So ti50v tltv VUKta 
YVcDGoJ1a\ c'Sn 
Kai tilv tOUtOU LKpia\V 
L lilll.cDaetE 
2: 10 
Kat S aneKpi 91laav 
0\ Xa1.5aiol 
tni tot> ~aa\l.£~~ 
c'Sn 
Ou5ti~ t~v 
eni tii~ y1); 
liuvi}Gttal Letne\v 
't~ ~aG\l.e\ 
La to1palCev 
LKaOanep +Sau £p~t~ 
Kai na~ ~aG\l.£u~ 
Kai L5uvixGtll~ 
L[to\oito] LnpaYJ1a 
OUK tPO>tq 
navta GO,OV Kal J1ayov 
Kai XaA5aiov 
1. 5-Th has a s. for the pl. Since Th usually follows the number of 
the Vorlage and OG has the pl., this difference may stem from an error 
reading the text. 
1. 11, 16, 27, 94, 113-Gnly in 1. 16 and 27 does Th represent the? of 
the info cons. with an article. 
1. 34-OG has the s. for the pl. here. c?l' occurs 18x, of which 6x 
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there is a plural. OG retains the pl. only in 7:18(?),50 while in 4 more 
places it changes the pl. to the favoured sing. (2:44[2]; 3:9; 
6:27[26]).51 On two occasions OG employs the adj. a\mV\~ (7:14, 27). 
Given OG's preference for the s. and his omission of MOa,,~ in 2: 20, 
it is probable that Zieg.'s reading in 7:18 is incorrect. Zieg. has 
OG reading with MT and Th omitting one element. 52 
Th follows the number of rb, in MT except in 5:10 and 6:7(6). 
On two occasions OG and Th both read the adj. a\mVI~, but once again 
this does not prove Th dependence on OG. In each instance the use of 
the adj. is an appropriate rendering for the adv. ca,,; furthermore, 
Ca" is employed as an adv. earlier in 3:33(100) and 4:31(34), and in 
both cases Th translates with the adj. 
1. 35, 67-Th deals wi th both of these vbs. different ly from OG. In 1. 
35 he adds the pers. pro. for emphasis. Th correctly translates the 
juss. in 1. 67 (s. 1. 68, Syntax). 
1. 37, 47, 55, 63, 70, 103-ln 1. 47, 54 Th omits the pro. against MT 
and OG while in 1. 71 Th adds it. These differences stem from 
50C~' occurs 3x in a series In 7:18, 2x in 2:20, and 2x in 
separate syntagms in 4:31(34). 
SIS. CH 2.11.8. for 2:44. 3x OG=O, 3:33(100); 5:10; 6:7(6) and 3x 
the Vorlage is substantially different in 4.31(34)bis; 6:22(21). 
There are differences in 6:27(26) as well. In order to account for 
all of the occurrences of C~" note that it is found 3x in a series in 
7:18, 2x in 2:20, and 2x in separate syntagms in 4:31(34). 
a\mv is used 4x in the Hebrew section of MT, each time in the s. 
(8:11; 12:3bis, 7). In 8:11 and once in 12:3 it is an add. awvl~ is 
also found for ca,,, in 9:24; 12:2(2). 
52S. Zieg. p. 171. The apparatus reads lCai lQ)~ 'tou au)V~ fQ,V u\mvQ)v 
Syh lust.] om. 'tOw alchvQ)v 967; om. ICai l~ 'tou alcOvo~ 88: homiot. I 
would suggest that either 967 or 88 preserves the original reading. If 
967 is original, then OG would have omitted the last of the three 
occurrences of C~, which is supported by 2:20 and the preference for 
the s. elsewhere. This reading would explain Syh lust. as a variant 
which reflects later harmonization to Mr. 88 could have omitted a 
portion of this text as Zieg. indicates, or represent an attempt to 
fix the s., or Th influence. On the other hand, we will find evidence 
that supports Albertz' position that the OG translator of chs. 4-6 is 
different from the translator of the remainder of the book, so the 
change to the s. in ch. 7 may only be related to the 2x in ch. 2:44. 
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vocalization, but also demonstrate Th independence from OG. The 
meaning of the text is not affected either way. Note also the 
orthographical variation between MIn in MT. 
1. 92-0G employs the pl. for the s., while Th follows MT. 
III.1.ti. Syntax 
I. 3-0G's choice of (7'DV£Pll with an acc. and info reflects an idiom in the 
Greek (s. BAG, p. 777); therefore, there is no reason to suggest an 
alternative Vorlage. For the addition of bpapata, S. Text-Cri tical. 
I. 8-The text is corrupt in the OG (s. CH 2), but seems to have 
undergone revision toward MT under the influence of Th. The clause 1n 
1. 9 was omitted as redundant, but the omission of ,~ is harder to 
explain given its inclusion in 1. 26. However, if the Kat at the 
beginning of vs. 2 were regarded as a later insertion associated with 
the hexaplaric addition, then Kat tapa191lva1 tv t~ i)KVep [auto;)] £KEta;t.v 
would read well; and we can see how the Tni would have been regarded 
as unnecessary. The meaning of OG is basically synonymous with Mr. 
I. II-OG uses a different vb. (£ia,~~) and transforms it into a pass. 
in order to make the meaning of the text explicit (s. Text-Critical). 
The choice of the pass. may also have been influenced by the one in 1. 
6. 
1. IS-The gen. probably reflects an alternative Vorlage, but would 
make the preceding terms various classes of Chaldeans. S. Text-
Critical. 
1. 1~ employs a hypotactic construction to avoid the parataxis of 
the Hebrew. 
I. 26, 52-Wifstrand, p. 49, notes I. 26 as one of the places where OG 
does not follow the Hebrew in the position of the per. pro. L. 52 
should be added to his list. 
1. 27-The addition, if original (s. Text-Critical), serves to make the 
text read more smoothly by having the king's disturbed spirit being 
the cause of wanting to know the interpretation of the dream. 
1. 27?, 61, 82, 98-The use of postpositive conjunctions like i;e, oily, 
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and yap is a sign of a dynamic translator, because employing a 
postposi t ive entai Is a change in the word order of the Vorlage. 53 00 
employs the conj. o~v 9x as a free rendition of Mr. Only 2x is it 
found outside of chs. 2-3. 54 
Th never has this conj. 
1. 31~'s choice of the prep. is surprising since the article would 
do, as in 1. 17. 
1. 33-S. Text-Critical. 
1. 39, 53, 65, 69~ employs &£ S2x and the distribution is 
significant: Ch. 1-4x; Ch. 2-17x; Ch. 3-9x; Ch. 4-6x; Ch. S-lx; Ch. 
6-9x; Ch. 7-3x; Ch. 8-1x; Ch. 12-2x. 55 Not only is 8£ relatively 
infrequent in chs. 4-6, but it is almost totally absent from chs. 7-
12. 
Th only has 8£ l1x, and 8£ is totally absent from chs. 1, 7-12.56 
1. 39, 65, 72, lOS-All four instances involve the semitic idiom .,OM' i1l' 
"answered and said." A literal rendering is the part./vb.( cmoICpivCl)) + 
finite vb. (6x, usually tixov). In 3/4 cases Th translates with the 
formal equivalent, but it does omi t .,OM in 1. 40 against both MT and 
OG. OG also has one omission of i1~' in 1. 72, but exhibits more variety 
in general. In 1. 40 he has the common literal rendering while in 1. 65 
OG employs the even more formal equivalent participle (l£yovt£~) for 
'CM. Finally, in 1. 108 OG has the most idiomatic rendering when he 
translates .,OM with bn as an introduction to direct discourse.57 Thus, 
53 See Aejmelaues, "Clause Connectors," pp. 363-372. 8£ and yap 
are discussed in more detail in later sections. 
54 2 : 3?, 6, 8, 9; 3:23, 24, 26(93), 30(97); 5:6; 12:6. 
55 1: 17 ,15,18; 2:5, 6, 7(2), 13, 16, 24(2), 26, 27, 30, 33(2), 
36,41,43,44; 3:12, 15, 16,23, 25,46,49,51, 28(95); 4:16(19), 
19(22), 28(31), 30(33), 34b, 34c; 5:preface; 6:5(4), 6(5), 11(10), 
13(12)bis, 17(16), 23(22)bis; 7:7(2),16; 8:4; 12:2(2). 
56 2 : 6 . 15, 24,30.41. 42; 3:15, 49; 4:15(18); 5:17; 6:23(22). 
57Aejmelaeus notes that Daniel's three uses (including 2:5) of Ml 
recitativum rank it among the most frequent users, even though we 
would expect it more often. Similar cases to 1. 108 are 1. 41 where it 
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OG displays its characteristic variety, and through its variety of 
renderings demonstrates four main ways that we find the idiom 
translated in the LXX.58 
The idiom 'Ctt, il)l1 IS found 30x In the Aramaic section of Daniel. 
Generally speaking, 'Ctt is most often represented by some form of a 
finite vb. (OG-16x, Th-19x, usually dnov). Only 3x does OG use a 
participle alone (also Atyc))V in 2:15; 6:21), while Th has one occurrence 
of the part. alone in 3:16. When OG and Th choose to represent the 
syntagm with one equivalent it is more often the case that il)l1 is 
omitted. 
It IS when we compare chs. 2-3 with chs. 4-6 that there are 
significant differences in the TT of both Greek texts, but particularly 
in Th. For example, the idiom occurs 9x in ch. 2 and Th has the 
literal rendering of the part./vb. + finite vb. 6x.59 In 2:8, 20 one of 
the elements is omitted while in 2:15 the whole idiom is left out. In 
ch. 3: 1-20 the idiom occurs 4x: 3:9-Th=omission; 3: 14-vb. + vb.; 3: 16-vb. 
+ part.; 3: 19-om. + vb. In the same section of chs. 2 and 3 OG almost 
always represents both vbs. of the construction and usually has the 
finite vb. as the second element. Besides the differences noted in 1. 
72 and 80, OG employs the part. alone in 2: 15 and in 3: 19 OG translates 
the syntagm dynamically with enl'tCurt1C)). 
Significant changes begin to occur where the deutero-canonical 
additions have been inserted into ch. 3. The idiom occurs 4x in 
3:24(91)-3:26(93). In each case Th translates with a single finite vb. 
OG omits the syntagm once in 3:24(91) and 25(92), translates with a 
single finite vb. once in 3:24(91),60 and employs ICUA£C)) in 3:26(93). 
This cluster of differences in both OG and Th indicates either that the 
Vorlage is different and/or, possibly, that we are dealing with 
IS difficult to determine whether the 00 is 6t\ or lh6t\ and 2:25 where 
6tl translates ". See," aT! recitativum in Septuagintal Greek," in 
Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren, MSU, 20, ed. D. 
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers (Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1990), P p. 79-82. 
58 See also Aejmelaeus' article, "Participium Coniunctum as a 
Criterion of Translation Technique," VI' 32 (1982): 387. 
59Besides 2:5, 7, 10 see 26, 27, 47. 
60The idiom is at tested in 1QDanb• See DJD, 1, p. 151. 
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different translators. Similar differences are encountered in chs. 5-6. 
The syntagm occurs 8x, but Th only represents both elements in 
6:14(13); otherwise Th employs a single finite vb.61 The remaining 
uses are 3:28(95); 4:16(19)bis, 27 where Th employs the literal 
rendering and 7:2 where both Th and OG omit it. As usual OG has a 
varied pattern. However, it is significant that even when we exclude 
the 4x where OG=O in 3:24-7:2,62 OG represents both elements 3x (5:13; 
6:13[12], 17[16]) where Th only has the finite vb. 
Although it is difficult to draw conclusions from the translation 
of this idiom by itself, it does seem to fit a pattern in the Aramaic 
section. OG generally represents both elements of the idiom through 
chI 3:19 while it does not in 3:24(91)-7:2. The same is true of Th, yet 
in the majority of cases OG and Th employ different syntactical 
patterns to translate the idiom. Therefore, Th is not dependent upon 
OG for his renderings. If we were to examine their lexical choices, we 
would discover even greater diversity. 
1. 41-43-The text in 2:5 offers many difficulties. The reading of the 
conj. and the omission of 1. 42-43 is somewhat odd given 1. 79-81, but 
should be considered original OG (s. Lexicology and Text-Critical). As 
a result, the emphasis on the finality of the decree is somewhat less 
compared to MT, though this is partially compensated for by the add. 
in 1. 4S (if original). 
1. 48, 54-It is argued below (s. Lexicology) that these additions 
probably do not reflect an alternative Vorlage at all. If the OG as it 
stands is original (but s. below), the creation of distinct clauses may 
have been motivated by the translator's desire to make explicit the 
command to tell both the contents of the dream and its meaning. 
1. 57, 58-0G uses alternative means to render these syntagms in MT 
and offers good idiomatic translations. In 1. 57 OG renders one of the 
61 5 : 7, 10, 13, 17: 6: 13 ( 12), 17 ( 16), 21 ( 20 ) . 
62 3 : 24 (91), 25(92); 4:16(2); 5:7, 10. 
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co-ordinate nouns with an adj.63 OG renders the n. and adj. In 1. 58 
of MT with the vb. in 1. 59.64 
1. 68-Th translates the juss. with its formal equivalent, while OG uses 
the 2.s.impv. If Th were following OG closely, it would have been easy 
to write the voc. ~aalA.ei) as in 1. 33 before he arrived at the vb. and 
realized that N:)'n~ should be rendered with a nominative. Indeed, it 
could be argued that OG wrote down the voc. without looking far 
enough ahead to ensure that the syntax would be correct. It was only 
after OG came to the vb. that he realized his grammatical error, but he 
was able to change the syntax of the remainder of the vs. and still 
render the basic meaning of the passage.65 
1. 82-83-As they stand, 1. 82-83 appear to be an add. that give 
emphasis to the prior decree. However, they are probably OG (s. 
Text-Critical), while 1. 78-81 are Theodotionic. 
1. 86-87-We suggest that the add. of OG be preferred (s. Text-Critical) 
over MT, but the basic sense of each is the same because the required 
interpretation of the vision is understood from the context. 
1. 88-90-1. 88 is an addition containing the rare word rceplrcur'C6> (1-9), 
while 89-90 are omitted. The text echoes 2:5 and the overall sense of 
OG and MT is the same, though OG does emphasize the judgment 
against the magicians for failing to explain the dream. 1. 89-90 exhibit 
a textual difficulty, because there is no question whether OG and Th 
could have translated 1. 89-90 with a formal equivalent if they had so 
desired. Both translate rli elsewhere where it occurs in the Vorlage. 
For example, in 2:13, 15 OG has 50YJ'atU;6> and in 7:25 voJ'6~. Th has 
63 In 2: 48 00 renders i1)rlO wi th 56>pea, whi Ie in 5: 17 00=0. Th 
renders i1)rlO 3/3 with 5bJ.La and i1:lT:l) 2/2 with 56>peci (s. 5:17). 
64 See CH 3. 111.3 for a discussion of ii". 
65Soisalon-Soininen ("Beobachtungen," pp. 320-321) notes that the 
translators were more influenced in their renderings by what they had 
already translated than by what was to come. They were also limited 
in their ability to make corrections because of the scarcity of 
writing material. Therefore, in cases like this, they had to make 
changes in the grammar. 
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SOyp.a in 2:13 as well as in the repeated expression "the law of the 
Medes and Persians" in 6:9(8), 13(12), 16(15) where OG=O. Th's 
diversity is also shown by his dynamic rendering in 2: 15 it 'Y""'11 it 
ava\S~ "the ruthless decree!" and 6:6(5) where he employs VOP.l"~. 
This is further evidence of Th's independence, but in 7:25 Th does 
have vo,,~. 
1. 91-0G employs the postpositive conj. 'Yap 19x, whereas Th only has it 
4x. 66 In chs. 2-6 OG employs the conj. 5x where MT=O, but in chs. 8-
12 it is mainly employed for ,::) (9/10).67 
1. 93~ omits one of the adj. while Th follows MT. 
1. 98~ transforms the syntax of the clause by the add. of tav, which 
requires the omission of Kai in 1. 102. 
1.101-The plus specifies the time when the king had the vision. There 
is no significant difference in the meaning, though we argue below 
(Text-Critical) that the add. was in the OG Vorlage. 
1. 120-Th does not coordinate with Kai against MT and OG. 
III.l.iii. Lexicology 
1. 3-This is the only place where OG uses au~awm (s. Syntax, 1. 3) 
66 2:9; 3:17, 28(95); 4:11(14), 24(27), 34a; 6:6(5), 27(26), 28(27); 8:17, 
19, 26; 9:18; 10:11, 14; 11:27, 35, 36; 12:13. Th=OG in 3:17; 8:17, 19; 
11:36. 
67See previous fn. 6x MT=O in 4:11(14), 24(27), 34a; 6:6(5), 
28(27). The only place in chs. 8-12 where 'YOp is not employed for ,::) 
is 12:13 where MT=O. The other main equivalent for ,~ in both OG 
(14/24) and Th (18/24) is 6n. 
Aejmelaeus ("Clause Connectors," p. 369) emphasizes that for the 
proper evaluation of equivalents for ,::) as a causal conj. we need to 
distinguish clearly between this function and the function of ,~ 
meaning "that." In 20/24x ,::) has a causal function. Two exceptions 
are 12:7, 9 where OG has btl in the sense of "that." In two other 
cases (9:18; 10:21) OG and Th have aAAU for ,~ where it follows a 
negative clause and has the sense "but, rather" (s. Aejmelaeus, 
"Clause Connectors," p. 373). Therefore, OG has 'YOp translate the 
causal sense of ,::) 9/20 which is almost equal to the use of ml 
(11/20). The cases where OG has ml are 9:9, 11. 14, 16, 19. 23; 
10: 12, 19; 11: 4, 25. 37. 
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and does represent a rather dynamic translation. For the addition of 
bpiq£utU, see Text-Cri tical discussion. 
1. 4, 24-C~n as a vb. is only here in Daniel. Th employs 
etymologically related words to render the vb. and cog. ace., and 
eV1)JtVli(ot'UI is not found in 00. 00 uses variety, though CJ1)vPuivQ) is 
unusual. 
1. 5, 18, 24, 28-0G (5/5) and Th (4/5) both employ the expected evtnrvlov 
as a SE for c"'n. 68 Th omi ts in 1. 24, probably in error. 
1. 6, 2S-Both 00 and Th offer good renderings of the Hebrew ~ (2-5, 
s. BDB, p. 821),69 though 00 once again illustrates variety while Th 
employs the same rendition. 00 uses tapuCJCJ& elsewhere to render 
different vbs. in 11: 12 (~£)l), 44(~i"'1:l). Th also has tapUCJCJiIl in 11:44, 
though in a different person, and uses it lOx in total. 70 OG employs 
ICIVEOl elsewhere in 3:79; 4:16(19); 11:38,71 and the vb. does not 
appear in Th. Th uses e;iCJt~t'1 only in these two places, while 00 does 
not employ this compound vb. 
1. 10-00 always uses eKltUGCJOl for -,eM in the sense "command" (s. 1: 18; 
2:46; 3:19, 20). Also in 3:24 where MT=O. 
1. II-Both OG and Th use a variety of equivalents for M1p. The most 
frequent equivalent in OG is (eKI)ICaltOl 3/8 (9:18, 19; 10:1; =Th, 6x 
OG=0).72 OG's characteristic variety is seen in the selection of 
68 A I so in 1: 1 7 • 
69Also found in Gen. 41:8; Jud. 13:25; Ps. 77:5. 
70 S. a I so 4: 2 ( 5 ), 16 ( 19); 5: 6, 9 ( 2x), 10 ; 7: 18 , 28. 
71 In 11:38 ICIV1}CJtl is a contextual guess for "1:l:)'. See p. 120. 
725: 8. 12, 15, 16. 17. 00' s presumed . Vorlage is very di fferent 
from Mr for the second occurrence of arp In 5:7 as well. 
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tQ)vto.l (4:11[14]; 5:7); av~ocW (8:16);73 !(1)pUaG6)74 (3:4); ttC7.~. 
At first glance we might hastily conclude that Th has merely 
retained OG in 4:11(14); 9:18, 19; 10:1. That this is not necessarily 
the case can be demonstrated. OVerall, Th's TT reveals that he is 
marching to his own drum. Th employs two main equivalents for M1P: 
(e2tl)lCaA.£Q) 6/1475 and avaytvmC7lCQ) 5/14. 76 In all of these instances Th 
has chosen an appropriate rendering for the context and is not using a 
mechanical approach. The sensitivity of his choices is exemplified by 
!Ca4tQ) in 5:12, because elsewhere in the ch. he chooses avaYlv~e for 
the sense of "reading" the writing on the wall. The verbal agreement 
in 4:11(14) can be explained as coincidence because the rendering is a 
natural one. Furthermore, Th does not follow OG's choice of ~Q)v£Q) in 
5:7, but employs ~oam instead. Finally, Th employs poaQ) in 3:4 where 
one would expect him to follow the alliteration of OG. The fact that 
Th has already employed lCa~tQ) twice before ch. 9 and that the choices 
are natural ones in the context also militates against borrowing In 
chs. 9 and 10. Th also employs perfect forms in 9:18, 19, so Th and 
00 only share exact verbal agreement in 10: 1.77 
1. 16, 35, 37, 38, 44, 48, 54, 56, 61, 64, 67, 68, 85, 87, 99, 100, 
104, 111, 113-This section will examine the translation of verbs of 
saying. We will look at a large number of verbs in this one section, 
because it will illustrate the complex interplay between the 
vocabulary of the Vorlage and the Greek versions. There are three 
introductory points to make: 
1. In each instance the verb in Mf has the meaning "to tell, declare, 
make known." Other cases where verbs of saying fall outside of this 
73Ziegler has correct ly placed !Cai £lCa~£C7£ ••• from 8: 16 in 
brackets because it is obviously a doublet from Th. This is an 
excellent example of the early influence of the Th text on OG, because 
it is present in 967. 
74This is a HL in OG. The only place where it occurs in Th IS 
5:29. 
75 2: 2; 5: 12; 8: 16; 9: 18, 19; 10: 1-
76 5 : 7. 8, 15, 16, 17. 
77 d f· . t ·ve statement wi 11 have to awai t a closer However, a more e In1 1 
scrutiny of passages from the later chs. 
212 
semantic range are not considered. Even this categorization is quite 
broad. 
2. 48 and 54 are underlined because they appear to be pluses in OG. 
3. 1. 35, 67, 68 and 99, 100 will not be treated extensively other 
than to note that ~M/clnov is an expected equivalent. However, it 
should also be noted that OG and Th do use different forms of the vb. 
To treat all of the occurrences of ~ would require great length and 
our discussion can proceed without that degree of detail. 
In 2:1-10 we are concerned with the translation of 4 semitic 
verbs: "'~j1 (hi. from [i~~]), .,CM, {rnn, 'ili1 (ha. or hi. ,.,,). These 
verbs are translated with 6 different verbs in 2:1-10 in OG and Th: 
t&vU'Y'YUA(&), ci"U'Y'Y£AACO, tlnov, 'Yvo.lpitco, tpatco, 8i)AOCO. 81aoa.£0)78 a 1 so appears 
in 1. 54 of OG (1-11, s. LEH, p. 108), seemingly as an addition. 
The first vb. we meet is i'li1 (inf. cons.) in 1. 16, which is 
translated by the info of ~UYYUACO in both OG and Th. The verbal 
agreement is probably best explained, however, either as coincidence 
or Th influence on OG. There are two pieces of evidence that lead to 
the conclusion that Th has not borrowed his rendering from OG. First, 
apart from the not unexpected uses of ~M/clnov mentioned in #3 above, 
this is the only instance where there is exact verbal agreement in the 
use of these vbs. between OG and Th in this section. Second, in the 
three other places where i'li1 occurs, Th always has avaYY£AACI) whereas 
OG renders it consistently with im08tllCVUGl. 79 
78 9x in the Maccabean literature and also in Deut. 1:5. 
79 9: 23, 10: 21; 11: 2. im08tl1CVU(&) occurs 9x elsewhere in OG. In 
4:15(18), 34c; 5:9 MT--O. It renders 'ili1 in 2:17, mn in 5:7, l'::li11n 
10:14; it also occurs in 5:12 where .,~ and [i1T1] are found and 5: 16 
where .,~ is found once again. In these latter two instances the 
differences between OG and MT are rather substantial; these are the 
only occurrences of the verb ~ in MT. One interesting use of 
t.08£lKVUCO is the difficult construction in 9:22 where it translates 
,,~~. Except in 7:8 where there was evidently a misreading of the 
Vorlage and 1:17 where the rendering is dynamic, OG uses. expected 
equivalents from the semantic domain of knowing for {,::ID elsewhere 
(1:4; 8:25; 9:13, 22, 25; 11:33, 35; 12:3, 10). T~erefore. there is a 
possibi 1 i ty that 00 read 1l1ilj1, or ,l'::li1' for ",~~ in 9:22. The 
latter would appear more likely because it would involve the omission 
of ~, and the misreading of ::l for ~ and ~ for'. It may also have 
come more easily to the translator because iO'::l is the following word. 
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~'n is found 14x in the pa. and ha., 7 of which are in vss. 
The most frequent equivalent in OG is o~lo~, which is used 2:4-11. 
5/11. 80 The remaining 6 uses are as follows. In 5:7 it is rendered 
by tmoOtu.:vu~ while the appearance of oitl~ot~ (1/4, not In Th) in 2:2- is 
a dynamic rendering. The other four renderings are unique and are 
probably explained as due to stylistic variation since they are 
clustered within vss. 2:4-11.81 Th is far more consistent in his 
trans lat ion of /1,n, using av(Xyy£lA.~ 11/14 and yv~p~CI) in the other 
three. 82 
The reading of av(Xyy£lA.~ for /1,n in 1. 56 of OG is interesting, 
because OG also has an unusual addition of otao~na~t£ ~O\ in 1. 54. 
Although 1. 54 could be viewed as an addition against MT, it is also 
very possible that avayy2lA.CI) originated as a gloss to o\ao~£CI) (1-11). 
This is suggested by the presence of the rare term o taoaf£tal , the 
frequent use of avayy£1A.CI) by Th, and the fact that we already have 
reason to question the rendering of ")/1 by av(Xyy£lA.~ in 1. 16. 
Though it might be objected that it is characteristic of OG to use 
variety, the amount of revision on the OG text as we have it can not 
be underestimated. 
There is further corroboration of the possibility that 1. 56 is 
a later revision by the add. in 1. 48. In 1. 48 O~A.~ appears to be 
an addi t ion, yet O~A.OCl) is consistently employed in the OG to render 
either {inn (5/11) or 1',,/1 (8/14).83 Therefore, 1',,/1 in 1.44 is the 
Since the Hebrew construction In 9:22 would have caused difficulties 
for the translator and we can construe a semantic path by which the OG 
translator rendered the text, it is unlikely that the OG Vorlage 
differed from Mr. 
8° 2:6,9, 11, 16, 24; 3x OG=O 3:32,5:12, 15. 
81 1. 38-~p~~CI), (1-3, not in Th); 1. 56-avayyuA.CI) or O\(Xo~ito~t£; 1. 
71-a dynamic translation with ICpivCl)j 1. 112-tlxov. 
82S. 2:6, 10; 5:7. Elsewhere in Th yVCl)pi~CI) is a SE {17/21} for the 
ha. and hi. (only 8:19) of 1"'. The exceptions are avayy£A.A.CI) in 2:9, 
25, 26 and O~A.OCl) in 4:15. yv~pi~CI) does not occur in OG. 
830therwise li~A.oCl) appears for /1') in 2:47. The ha. and hi. of 1'" 
occur 21x in Dan., but 4x OG=O (4:3, 4, 15; 5:15). 2x the text of OG 
presumes a different Vorlage compared with MY (5:16, 17), though 
\utOOtlICVUCI) is a possible equivalent in 5: 16. Apart from the double 
translation in 2:5, and the 8x with O~A.O~ (2:9, 23, 25, 26, 28, 29, 
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natural equivalent for 51)400>. However, 51)1.i>e looks like an add. 
because ~n-v-uyy£ll.m~ a . I ppears In . 44 as the formal equivalent for 
,-nne As in the preceding case, it is possible that axuyyEl.l.e is the 
result of later revision of OG, though OG does employ axayyEl.l.~ to 
translate ",n in 8:19. 
The distinct ways in which OG and Th have translated the vbs. of 
saying in this section, and throughout Daniel, indicate that they are 
independent translations. In 1. 48 and 54 OG has what appear to be 
additional verbs, but in both cases these vbs. seem to be pluses 
because av(n)uyye1.4m, a vb. common in Th, is found in the correct word 
order position as the equivalent for the semitic vb. Is it not at 
least as likely that in both cases av(n)ayy£ll.m is a correction of OG 
from Th toward MT? 
1. 27-9£Am appears 4x in OG. MI'=O In 4.17; 7: 19 for M~; 8:4 for l'T'. 
Never in Th. 
1. 29-Aw'W is a SE for ~ in both OG (17/19) and Th (19/19). The 
only places where OG departs from this usage are 1:19 and 11:27. The 
use of the relatively rare btuAEm (1-9) in 1:19 has a more specific sense 
of conversing than the more general term AaUe; so it is we II-sui ted 
to a context that assumes a dialogue. In 11:27 OG employs a compound 
lVtu50AOyf)OOU01V (HI.. in LXX!) to trans late ~i' ~T~. In the 17 other 
occurrences Th and OG share many exact verbal agreements, but many 
30; 7:16), (1)paivO) is found 3x (2:15,23,45), ,:,nOOtlme Ix In 2:17 and 
~aYYEAAo) 2x in 5:8; 8:19. 
The fact that 51)400) does not occur in chs. 4-6 is one of the 
proofs of Albertz (p. 163) that chs. 4-6 originate from a different 
translator. However, as we have seen, 51)l.Om is used 13(14)/15 to 
render ei ther l'i1n or .jn'1M and there is little evidence that either of 
these are found in the semitic Vorlage of OG in chs. 4-6. The only 
places where these vbs. occur in chs. 4-6 of MT are 4:3, 4, 15; 5:7, 8, 
12, 15(2), 16, 17 and the only places where OG might have ?ad them in 
its Vorlage would be 4:15; 5:7, 8, 12, 16. The most certaIn of these 
are 5:7, 8, 16, but 5:7 certainly appears to have suffered corruption 
from vs. 8, or possibly from Th, and harmonization toward Mr. 
Therefore, though the absence of 81)l.Om in ~-6 does sup~rt Albertz' 
thesis, it is not quite as significant as It seems at fIrst. 
84Note also that 967 reads avuyyul.m. 
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of these agreements occur in the later chs.8S OG and Th also have 
agreement in the Aramaic section where both employ A.ulee (4/5) as a 
SE for ""0.86 We will have to see what a closer inspection of chs. 
7-12 reveals, but some of the agreements could easily be coincidental 
while others may be due to Th influence on OG. For example, in 10:11, 
15, 19 00 and Th use the tv t~ + info (A.ulipa\) to translate the info 
cons. + ~ (!) in 10:19). This is an acceptable translation, but very 
literal and more characteristic of Th.87 Furthermore, in 8:18 where 
the exact same construction is found Th has tv t~ A.ule'iv, while OG uses 
a gen. abs.! Soisalon-Soininen also notes that the frequency of OG's 
use of the more literal equivalent is disproportionate to OG's treatment 
of the Hebrew info cons. as a whole in Daniel.88 The fact of these 
agreements and their Th like character suggests that the OG text has 
been revised toward Th. 
1. 35, 46, 53, 62, 67, 85, 99-The seven cases where OG employs q,alla, 
including 1. 67 and 99 were discussed in CH 1. Th consistently 
emp loys £vimV\OV for c"n. 
1. 36-2tai~ is an expected equivalent for ~ and appears in OG 11/11. 
However, Th employs 2tai~ exclusively for ~ (4/4) in chs. 1-2, 
whereas in chs. 3-12 he has the alternative equivalent &OiA.o~ 6/8.89 
85See 8:13(2x); 9:12,20,21,22; 10.11(2x), 15, 16, 17,19; 11:36. 
86See 7:8, 11, 20, 25. In 6:22(21) 00 presumably has a different 
Vorlage, and Th has et2te. The only other occurrences of the vb. are in 
3: 36=Th; 4.29(32); 4.34(37)bis where MT=O. 
87See Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, pp. 81, 206. However, there 
is a slight difficulty with his sta~istics on,p. 188. so~salon: 
Soininen's table suggests that ~ + Inf. con. IS found 7x In DanIel and 
that in all 7 cases Th employs tv t. + info In fact, the Hebrew 
section of Daniel has 8 cases and there are another 4 in the Aramaic 
section. Only 6x does Th use tv t. + info (8:15, 17, 18; 10:11, 15; 
11:34). The other instances are 2:25; 3:24(~1); 4:24; 6:20(19); 8:2; 
10:7. 8:2 is omitted by both 00 and Th and In 10:7 they both employ 
dynamic translations. 
88Soisalon-Soininen, Infinitive, p. 189. 
89The n. ~ is in 1:12, 13; 2:4, 7; 3:26(93), 28(95); 6:21(20): 9:6, 10, 
11, 17; 10: 17. OG=O in 6:21(20). 
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The exceptions are 3:28(95) and 10:17 where Th again has K(ll~, but the 
basic difference in pattern in chs. 1-2 is clear. 
1.37,47,55,63,70, 103-Th employs criJvx:p\Cn~ as a SE (26/31) for -m£).90 
OG displays greater variety. In chs. 4-6 the n. is either not in the 
VorlagJl or 00 employs ai1yJcplJ1(1 as a SE. 92 Elsewhere the main 
equivalent is ICpim~ 7/14,93 while the remaining cases involve some 
type of dynamic rendering. In 2:24, 25 OG employs b:aata, which is 
very similar to the use of KUvta in 2:16, and the neuter pro. in 1. 37. 
In 2:30 the articular pass. info of 5,,100 "what has been revealed" is an 
excellent idiomatic translation. The final two translations involve 
1. 63 and 70, where ~ is collocated with the vb. {nln (also 1. 37, 
55, 104). In both of these cases OG transforms the n. into the 
etymologically related vb. ICpivQ). L. 70 "they will decide with regard 
to these things" is another good idiomatic translation. The cluster of 
uses of the same vb. within 2: 1-10 means that some of these 
renderings are probably motivated by the concern for stylistic 
variation. However, it should be noted that in 1. 63 and 70, as in 
2:24-25, OG has maintained a similar translation equivalent when one 
character's words are referred to by another. 
OG's restriction of aUylCplJ1a to chs. 4-6 is evidence that a 
different translator is responsible for these chs. 94 
1. 42, 81, 92, 111, 113, 118-Taken by themselves the 5x that ~D is 
found in 2: 1-10 suggest that Th does not exhibit dependence upon OG. 
However, there is a translation pattern in both OG and Th that is best 
understood by looking at chs. 2-3 separately from 4-7. 
90The exceptions are 2:25; 4:15; 5:26=00, 5:16 (cognate ace.) 
where ai1ylCplJ1a occurs; and 5: 15, where it is omitted. 
9100=0 11 x . S • 4 : 3 ( 6 ), 4: 4 ( 7 ), 4: 6 ( 9 ), 4: 15 ( 18 ) b is, 4: 16 ( 19 ) , 
4 : 21 ( 24 ); 5: 12, 15 ( 2x), 16 • 
92S. 5:7,8,16,26. criMcP1J1U is also found in 4:16(19) and 5:17, 
but the pattern does support Albertz' contention that chs. 4-6 
originate from a different translator. 
93 2 : 5, 6, 9, 26, 36, 45; 7: 16. 
"Albertz, p. 162. 
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i1'n~ is found 11x In chs. 2-3 and OG employs 
different equivalents: 
~oYO~-2:9, 11 
npaYJ1a-2:8?, 10 
npooti:taxa - 2:8? 
a e6)palC£v-2: 10 
tlCaota-2: 1 7 
np~ tama-2: 23 
npOotay~a-2:15?, 3:22 
npootay~3:28(95) 
2:5?, 15? 
at least eight 
The variety of equivalents is obvious, and each of the renderings is a 
good translation. Note, however, that there is uncertainty over what 
word occurs in 2:15 (s. CH 2.111.).95 The translations of 2:8?, 10, 
17 are particularly dynamic. 96 Th employs ~fu1a 9/11, and ~oyo~ in 2:5, 
11. 
The situation is significantly different in chs. 4-7 where n?O 
occurs 13x. 5x OG=O, 4:30(33); 5:10, 15, 26; 6:15(14). 
~OyO~-4:28(31); 6:13(12); 7:1, 11, 16, 28. 
(~ 
p1lJ1a-7:25, 28(27)! 
In these chs. not only has the translation been standardized, but ~il~a 
appears twice. The same preference for ~oyo~ is evident in Th who 
uses it 8/10. 6ilJ1a is used only in 5:26 and 7:28. 3x Th=O, 5: 10, 15; 
7:1. 
Both the use of 6il~a by OG in ch. 7 and the predominance of 
~oyo~ in chs. 4-6 have to be explained. This pattern supports Albertz' 
thesis concerning the independence of chs. 4-6, but also raises more 
questions about chs. 7-12. 
1. 43, 80-Th translates N,rN 'JO exactly the same in both places. There 
is possible verbal agreement with OG as well, and this agreement must 
be either a distinctive agreement or Th influence because anoot'l is a 
95We argue below that ~oyo~ in 2:5 and npay~a in 2:8 are not 
original. The suggestion that npooti:taxa is the d}TIamic rendering IS 
based on our reconstruction of the te t of 2:8 (s. Text-Critical, 1. 
78-83), but it does reflect OG's other dynamic renderings. npootQOOW 
is also etymologically related to npOotay~a in 3:22 and npootay~ in 
3:28(95). Munnich ("Origene," p. 190) also lists the asterisked 
addition in 2:5 as a reading that conforms to ~IT and Th. 
96Note that 7tP~ tama of 2:23 also appears in 1. 71. 
218 
contextual guess for M-nM.97 So, the question is, who is borrowing 
from whom? Prior to investigating this line of inquiry it was 
determined in CH 2 on the basis of the textual witnesses that I. 42-43 
were not present in OG. If the argument that OG omits 1. 42-43 is 
correct, then 1. 80 must exhibit later Th influence. This suggestion is 
supported by three further points. First, there is obvious textual 
corruption where 2:8-9 join. Note, for example, that 967 omits lCa8axq) 
f;6lpa.catt 61:1. aXfDt'l ax' epou to "Paypa (s. also the discussion in Text-
Critical, 1. 78-83). Second, in 1. 49 (as well as the similar text in 
3:29[96]) Th goes his own way; and here the renderings exhibit a 
formal correspondence typical of Th. Third, this would be one of the 
few places in this section that one could argue that Th has borrowed 
from OG in any way. If anything, the accumulating evidence suggests 
that Th is not dependent on OG. 
1. 49-52-The reading of the OG has several difficulties and should be 
considered alongside the similar passage in 3:29(96) where the texts 
read: 
McCrystall argues that there is a shift in meaning In the OG in 
these passages from "physical ruin" to "confiscation. ,,98 In this 
instance McCrystall is no doubt correct about the resulting translation, 
but it is questionable whether this was motivated by any intentional 
theological Tendenz. The first factor we have to consider is the 
general difficulty presented by the vocabulary of MT. These are the 
only two passages in MT where the Persian loan-word 1"0." "member, 
limb" (s. BDB, p. 1089) is found; and ,,,-099 occurs elsewhere only in 
Ez. 6:11. In 3:29 the rare word i"nZi "be made" (hithpa.; also the pa. 
97 It is found only here in these two passages in Mr. See Mont., 
pp. 148-149, for a discussion of the uncertainty of the meaning. 
98McCrystall, p. 80. 
99The meaning of this word can only be guessed at, as exemplified 
In the translations. S. BDB, p. 1102 and Mont .. p. 148. 
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or peil in 5:21) occurs. Given the difficulties of the Vorlage, the 
most logical course of action is to consider whether the OG has 
misunderstood the text. 
With regard to 2:5, Mont., p. 148, has already advanced the 
explanation that the :ta napaO£lypati(fI) "you shall be made an example" 
for l~~ l'~ is based on reading l!~(n). The key to the final 
phrase is the meaning of ,~,~, at which the translator could only 
guess from the context. The easiest explanation is that the 
translator read the hithpe. l~' as a pee (which explains the choice 
of avaAl1teip£tal), and offered the best guess that he could: "and 
everything that you own wi 11 be expropriated into the treasury. ,,100 
It may be, as McCrystal1 suggests, that the actual rendering reflects 
a Hellenistic act of procurement of property; but it would only be 
natural for the translator's guess to reflect his own cultural 
circumstances. If we were to refer to this case as theological 
Tendenz, there certainly would not be any great theological 
consequences; nor could it be deemed as intentional changing of the 
text. 
The translat ion of mnfti' ,.,~ nn'~' by Kai " o1x7ia autou 
81U1Eu9ipEtat in 3:29(96) is very similar to 2:5, except that the 
translation is probably a guess based on the earlier translation. In 
this case the OG did not know the meaning of inri, 101 so the HL 511P£,)0> 
"confiscate" appears to be a simplification of avaAllfOipEtat ••• ti~ 
'to ~a(J1A.1KoV. The major difference between 2:5 and 3:29(96) is that in 
the latter OG seems to translate l'~ l'~ correctly. However, it 
is possible that 81ap£A.itfll should be emended to read the more common 
8tap£p~0>, which is the reading of 967 (s. CH 2.II.7.iv.). 
There is little doubt that the translation of 3:29(96) was 
dependent on 2:5, so one has to wonder why napaOEtypat~O> was chosen In 
the first instance. There are four possible options: 1) the 
translation in 2:5 is based on an alternative reading of the semitic 
text; 2) the reading in 3:29(96) represents a later correction; 3) 
there were separate and distinct translators; 4) 3:29(96) should be 
amended to read 51ap£pi(0), which is also a contextual guess. The 
100S . I Esd. 6:31 for a parallel rendering. 
10100=0 in 5:21. 
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second option always has to remain a consideration, but IS unlikely 
because we would expect the same correction in 2:5. In favour of the 
first is the possibi 1 i ty that the i1 of l'C~ was omitted by 
haplography with the final i1 in i1itliEl' (s. Text-Critical). This assumes 
that the translator of both passages was the same. The fourth option 
accounts for the difficulties in both passages and does not presuppose 
any theory of multiple translators. Furthermore, if the translator of 
3:29(96) did get it right with lhaJ1£A.i~6), why is there no evidence of 
correction of 2:5? The third option is also possible, but it would 
require that the translator of 3:29(96) was later than the translator of 
2:5 because he seems to rely on 2:5 for the translation of "'l i1n':l' 
i1,ntli'. Although this solution assumes a rather complicated scenario of 
translation, it has much to commend it. There are a number of 
differences in TT in 3:20-30(97) that suggest this portion of text was 
freely edited in order to insert the deutero-canonical material into 
ch. 3. 102 The evidence does not permi t any easy resolut ion of the 
textual difficulties, but either of the last two solutions are more 
likely. 
Th's translation in 2:5 and 3:29(96) is similar to OG only in 
that he guessed at the meaning of l'1:l»nn 1'01;"1. There is, however, a 
possible explanation for Th's translation of 1'~ l'~ by t\~ 
(mO>A.£laV fata9t (faov'tal in 3:29[96]). Th probably read l'~ as if it 
were a hithpe. derived from 1:lN and simply omitted 1'~. The choices 
of the vb. 8lapXO(6) in 2:5 and the related n. 8\apxay~ in 3:29(96), both 
HL in Daniel, again demonstrate Th independence from OG. 
1. 57, 59-Although A.aJ1~av6) is the expected equivalent, the fact that 
OG and Th both use xapaA.aJ1~av6) in the two other occurrences of ,:l? 
indicates there may be Th dependence on OG in these later 
passages. IO ) 
102The evidence for this is discussed in the next section on 3:11-
20, A Note on the Additions to Chapter 3. The third solution also 
allows for the pass ibi 1 i ty that 8laJ1tA.i~6) should be emended to read 
with 967. Regardless of the reading we choose, the translator of 
3:29(96) did not depend on 2:5 for the rendering of l'i:lVnn l'~· 
103 s. a 1 so 6: 1 (5 : 31) and 7: 18, though t he on 1 y ac t ua 1 agreemen t 1 n 
the former passage is the use of the vb. 
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bestowal of gifts more explicit. 
1. 61, 99-0G and Th reflect two different interpretations of F".'04 OG 
uses o~v (+ VUV, 1. 99) here for l~, while in 4:24(27) OG=O. Th's 
rendering with nA~v in 1. 61 (HL in Daniel) understands l~' as an 
adversative and 5\cX tOUtO in 4:24(27) is an excellent rendering as 
well. The omission by Th in 1. 98 is difficult to explain. 
1. 75-This is a common rendering for OG and Th. ~,~, occurs 5x in 
total in Dan. OG renders with ooq)\~it~ in 2:45; 6:13(12)'05 where Th 
uses aA.lle\v6~, and they share the reading of (xlCpij}ua (1-4!) in 7: 16. 
OG=O in 3:24(91) where Th has aA.lle6)~. Whether we judge Th to be 
dependent upon OG in 1. 75 and 7: 16 depends on our overall 
assessment of their relationship. 
1. 77-This is the only occurrence of l~T in Dan. t~ayopix~(j) is a HL In 
the LXX, so OG and Th have another common reading in this vs. 
1. 78, 114-oG translates with lCaOanep also in 2:41, 45. Although 
" '~P-'~ occurs 13x altogether, OG only has an equivalent elsewhere 
in 3:29(96 )-5\on and 6: 11 (10 )_lCaOcb~.106 Th' s translations are very 
interesting. He uses lCaOOt\ also in 3:29(96), while in the three 
remaining cases in chI 2 he has 8v tp6nov. The situation changes 
drastically in chs. 4-6 where 6tl is employed 5x!, lCa't£v~1t\OV is used In 
5:22, and lCa06>~ in 6: 11 (10 )=OG. As in our investigation of ~,o above, 
there are indications that Th's translation of " '~i'-';:) in chs. 4-6 is 
different from chI 2. The translation of 1. 78-81 involves a textual 
problem, but that does not affect the evaluation of lCaOanep. 
1. 91, 93-OG employs the rare term aUV£l1tOV (1-2) for the hithpa. (Q, 
HL) of [lOne Th employs another rare word, auvtiOllJil (1-11). Both are 
104See I. Eitan, "Some Philological Observations In Daniel," HUCA 
14 (1939): 13-14. 
10500 employs alCpl~il~ in 4:24(27) where MT=O. alCp\~il~ occurs only 
5x elsewhere and not in Th. 
106 2 : 40 ; 4: 15( 18); 5: 12, 22; 6:4(3), 5(4), 23(22). 2:40 IS 
probably omitted by homoiotel. 
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good translations. 
1. 92-Th employs lh~8£ipG) as a SE 6/8 for the Hebrew and Aramaic 
[nn;;].107 The exceptions both occur in 6:5(4) where 00=0. The 
latter occurrence in 6:5(4) is within a whole clause that is omitted 
in Th. In the first instance Th employs napcXntO)pa as an idiomatic 
translation. Th also employs napant{&)pa in 4:24(27) for [ma,vi]108 and 
in 6:23(22) for Mb'~n, but napantmpa is not found in 00. 
1. 94-oG employs a dynamic rendering while Th uses an expected formal 
rendition of ~a,. 
1. 97-The translation of [Mlvi] offers an interesting example of how 
difficult it is to determine whether there are separate translators in 
00 and to describe the relationship between it and Th. 
[Mlcri] is found 12x in chs. 2-6 and both OG and Th employ 
cUl.OtOO as a natural SEe OG translates with cu.l.OlOO 6/7. 109 The one 
difference is a9£'tW (HL in OG)110 in 3:28(95), which carries the more 
appropriate sense of rejecting the command of the king. Th employs 
cUl.OlOO 10/12 and offers the unique rendering of naptplopul1l1 in 1. 97 
an d napalAaaO'm (1-6) in 6: 16 (15 ) . 
In ch. 7 [Mlcri] occurs 7x, but here the SE for OG is 81",ipco 
5/7.112 The related adv. 8\"'OpG)~ appears in 7:7 and td.l.OU){&) in 7:25. 
107S. also 6:5(2); 8:24(2), 25; 9:26; 11:17. 
108Th ,s reading is based on a slightly different pointing. See p. 
145. 
1092 : 9 , 21; 3:19, 27(94); 5:6; 6:9(8). 00=0 4:13(16); 5:9, 10; 
6:16(15), 18(17). cu.AOIOm does occur in 4:13(16) but the context is 
different. Otherwise OG employs cu.AOlOO in similar types of contexts 
in 4:16(19), 30a, 34(37), 34a(2) where MT=O and we can retrovert n~ 
with confidence. See also J. Barr. "Aramaic-Greek Notes on the Book 
of Enoch (I)," JSS 23 (1978): 187. 
1I0 It is also in 9:7 of Th. 
1IlTh employs naptplopU\ elsewhere in 4: 28 (31); 6: 13 (12); 7: 14; 
11:10, 40. OG overlaps only in 11:10 and has the vb. also in 11:26 
and 12: 1. 
1127:3.19.23.24,28. 
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However, the change in equivalents is not evidence of separate 
translators, but sensitivity to the differing semantic range of the 
vocabulary. In 4/5 instances where 81.~ipO) or the adv. 8l(I'OpCD~ 
appears the reference has something to do with the "differing" nature 
of the beasts or the fourth beast in particular. aA.A01.Oc» would not 
have been an appropriate rendering in those contexts, but it is in 7:25 
where the reference is to the changing of times and the law. The 
only possible indication of different translators is in 7:28, where we 
might expect W,A01.00 because it would agree with the OG choices in 
3:19, 27(95); 5:6. 
Th employs the expected W,A01OO in 7:25, 28; 81~ipCD in 7: 3, 7, 
19; but 1mtp£ICO "will rise above" in 7:23 and ,Uttp,£pCD "will exceed" in 
7:24 are excellent translations of the sense. Th, then, is more 
consistent with his use of aA.A01OO in the book and has several marked 
usages. However, a relationship between Th and OG is indicated not so 
much by the change in equivalents in ch. 7, but by the fact that they 
both use 81~ipCO, which is only found 11x elsewhere in the LXX. 
1. 110-Th's choice of ~~p~ (1/1) in contrast to OG's more common y~ IS 
another mark of independence. 
1. 114-The add. of 0'1> tpCDtq~ may have been motivated by OG's prior 
changes to the syntax when it brought forward the vb. in the ~\ clause 
to 1. 111 as well as the dynamic rendering a tfAlpU1C£V in 1. 113. The vb. 
in the final '''l ":lP-"::) clause is delayed until 1. 119, which would have 
resulted in a more complicated sentence structure in OG if he had 
given a formal translation. The insertion of O'U tpcotq~ makes 1. 115-121 
into an independent clause, which explains the insertion of leal in 1. 
115. The creation of distinct clauses results in some loss in emphasis. 
MT would be translated "No one can tell the matter of the king; 
furthermore . . ." while OG has "No one can tell what the king saw as 
he asks, and no king ... " 
1. Il7-Th's rendering with QpI(&)V 3/8 reflects independence (also 2: 15-
OG=O; 5:29). Elsewhere Th demonstrates a dynamic tendency on the 
four occasions (4:14, 22, 29; 5:21) where ~"'Ri occurs within the same 
nominal clause: _)M n~"D:l M'''' Mi1"M ~"'Ri-'''l (OG=O). In each case Th 
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supplies a vb. The latter three are identical: lSon 1C1)t)U:'D£\ (, v.\(Jt~ ti)l; 
~aad,ti~ t~v tzv9pe)xG)v, while in 4:14(17) Th transforms ~~Ri into 1Cilp,~ 
and adds £a'tlv. The remaining passage where ~~Ri is found is 4:23(26) 
where Th employs t;01)(JUx as another good translation of the sense of 
MT. 
OG only has one other equivalent for ~Ri (5:29) where it 
employs t;01><Jia, though it may also reflect ~'''Ri in his Vorlage of 
4:23(26) where t;01)(Jia is found. 
1. 118-The shared reading of t010UtO in OG and Th probably indicates 
dependence in one direction or the other because it is a HL. Once 
again, if we dismiss any prejudice that Th is borrowing from OG, then 
it is conceivable that the reading of 88 reflects later corruption 
toward Th. This is supported by the fact that 967 reads toUto to. 
Now, the reading of 967 can not be explained as correction toward MT 
because t010UtO is a better translation of the sense. On the other 
hand, 967 or 88 could represent an orthographical error. So, the OG 
witnesses are split and 88-Syh agree with Th. Although there must be 
a degree of caution evaluating these readings, we cannot assume that 
Th has borrowed from OG. Th may have the OG reading in 1. 118, but 
it is also possible that Tomo to in 967 represents the original OG 
reading. 
III.1.iv. Summary 
The investigation of 2: 1-10 has revealed similar findings to our 
previous examination of 1:1-10. In the majority of instances OG was 
translating a Vorlage very similar to MT. Although OG is described as 
a free translation, his faithfulness to his Vorlage is manifested, as in 
1:1-10, by his overall adherence to the word order of MT. On one 
occasion OG employed a hypotactic construction (1. 19) to avoid the 
parataxis of his Vorlage. On other occasions he used post positive 
conjunctions (8i: in 1. 39, 53, 65, 69; o{)v 1. 27?, 61, 82, 98; yap in 1. 
91). These characteristics are indicative of OG's style in the early 
chapters of Daniel, but his freedom is most evident in the diversity of 
his lexical choices and occasional dynamic renditions. In one instance 
o. 67-69) OG changed the syntactic structure unintentionally. There 
are a number of textual differences between OG's Vorlage and MT, but, 
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for the most part, the differences can be explained as expected 
corruptions that occur in the transmission of ancient texts (s. Text-
Critical). 
In 2:1-10 Th exhibits the expected narrow formal correspondence 
to MT, thoug h there are several omissions of words (1. 3, 24, 40, 90, 
98, 120).113 However, formal correspondence does not mean that Th 
was translating mechanically. For example, there are several omissions 
and additions of minor morphemes (1. 11, 35, 40, 56, 94, 99). The wider 
investigation of vocabulary also revealed that Th demonstrates a 
sensitivity to the semantic range of the vocabulary of his Vorlage, and 
turned up occasions where Th employed excellent idiomatic translations. 
IIL2. The Relationship Between 00 and Th 
It is obvious from the few distinctive agreements and the more 
numerous disagreements that there is no sense in which we can refer 
to Th as a recension of OG in 2: 1-10. There are only two certain 
distinctive agreements: tl;ayopC;(c.o in 1. 77 and 'En' allle£i~ in 1. 75. 
However, these agreements do not necessarily indicate Th dependence 
on OG because they both occur within vs. 8. In the discussion of 1. 
78-81 (s. Text-Critical) we saw that the agreement there is due to a 
secondary add. from Th to OG, so the distinctive verbal agreement In 
the preceding lines must be questione,d as well. The only other 
possible shared readings are 1. 16 (coincidence?) and 1. 118 (Th 
influence?). The distinctive nature of Th's translation is demonstrated 
by the occasions when Th does not follow OG such as 1. 67-69, 1. 89-
90, and the contextual guess in 1. 49-52. There are also numerous 
places where Th employs distinct vocabulary (eg. 1. 4, 6, 24, 25, 51, 61, 
97, 110). 
In contrast to Th being a recenSIon, we have uncovered more 
evidence indicating later corruption of the OG due to Th influence. 
Besides the certain Th influence on the OG in 1. 79-81, which is 
confirmed by the hexaplaric addition in 2:5, it is also possible in 1. 16, 
44, 56, and 118.1l4 The same relationship between OG and Th is 
113For a full listing of Th omissions against MI, see Schmitt, 
"Stammt," pp. 19-25. 
114Another example is 2: 1 (see CH 2) where 88-Syh had undergone 
revision toward MI through Th influence. 
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apparent throughout ch. 2: there are occasional verbal agreements and 
infrequent large agreements (eg. 2:28). This does not exclude the 
possible acquaintance of Th with OG, which may have occasionally 
influenced the lexical choice of Th; but it does exclude the possibility 
that Th is a recension of the OG in chs. 1 and 2. As has already been 
demonstrated, some of these agreements can also be explained as Th 
readings that have displaced the OG. Therefore, we must seriously 
consider that any distinctive agreements in these chapters may reflect 
secondary corruption of the OG. It is when the investigation touched 
on chs. 7-12 that the number of agreements between Th and OG 
increased. 
Finally, we have also uncovered evidence that not only 
corroborates Albertz' thesis that chs. 4-6 originate from a translator 
different from the other translator(s) of OG, but there is a suggestion 
that Th's relationship to MT is different in these chs. as well. As to 
the OG translator of 4-6 we have confirmed that the non-appearance of 
81)AOQ) in 4-6 is evidence for a different translator. More importantly, 
we have also found that the translation of me and the idiom ~N' 1"1l' 
also support Albertz' view. It is also quite possible that the 
translation of ,., a,~?-a,:> corroborates Albertz' thesis. Th's translation 
pattern of these three elements is also different in 4-6, though only in 
the case of 1"1a,e is there possible influence by OG (or later revision of 
both?). Th also displays a different pattern of translation for 
'~'=nu~/8oiiAO~ between chs. 1-2 and 3-10. 
The employment of postpositive conjunctions also tends to 
support the picture that is emerging. ObV only occurs 2/9x in chs. 4-
12; and though 8£ still appears 16/52x in chs. 4-6, it appears only 6x 
in chs. 7-12. yap is the exception because 10/19x it is used in chs. 
8-12 (but 9/10 for ':». OG is definitely more dynamic in the 
translation of chs. 1-2, but particularly ch. 2. 
111.3. Text-Critical Problems 
1. 4-The addition of bpQputa could reflect the ideology of the 
translator who uses bp~a and iVUXV10V as overlapping synonyms. In 
this case the addition would have helped to prepare for the synonymous 
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uses to follow. llS On the other hand, one of the terms may be a 
doublet. Given the Greek syntax it is unlikely that there was a 
differing Vorlage. 
1. 6-~ frequently abbreviates MT and it is unlikely that it 
represents an alternative Vorlage. 116 
I.II-Both Jahn, p. 10 and Charles, p. 27 suggest that the LXX read 
K':li"1". This is possible, but the OG probably resulted from misreading 
the text and/or the translator's expectation of what the text should 
read,117 particularly since the context is so similar to 1:3 where M':li"1" 
does appear. 
1. 15-The reading of OG is supported by lQDana: Chaldeans is used as a 
comprehensive term for the divisions of wise men also in 2:4, 5, 10; 
3:8. However, it is only one of a list in 2:10; 4:4(7) OG=O; 5:7, 11 
OG=O. It is more likely that OG and lQDana have harmonized to the 
absolute uses in 2:4, 5 (see also 1:4). 
1. 27-We have provisionally accepted this addition as OG. In favour 
of its retention is the appearance of the postpositive conj. ouv, 
which is found elsewhere in this section. If the plus represents a 
Vorlage, we would most likely reconstruct n':l3 li"1". It is possible 
that this was omitted from MT through homoiotel. or homoioarc. with 
~. However, the order of the Greek looks suspiciously like an 
addition. Despite the dynamic approach of the OG, for the most part 
OG does follows the word order of the Vorlage. ll8 In part icular, in 
OG, as elsewhere in the Biblical corpus, the infinitive invariably 
follows the vb. of wishing, saying etc. to which it is connected. 
115See the earlier discussion in CH 1, pp. 29-32. 
116Hamm , I-II, p. 145; cf. Collins, Daniel, p. 148. 
1l7 In this case the variant only existed in the translator's mind. 
See TCU, pp. 228-240, where Tov emphasizes distinguishing between true 
variants and pseudo-variants. 
118wright's (Difference, p. 47) statistics on formal equivalence 
indicate that OG fails to follow the word order of MT in only 2.16% of 
the lines. 
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This would be the natural semitic order as well, so we would expect 
88-Syh to have the infinitive tKlyvmvul following the addition (s. 1. 
11, 110 for examples). Furthermore, even if the add. is accepted as 
OG, it appears to be an add. to smooth the syntax. 
1. 33-It is highly unlikely that K~tt originated from an alternative 
Vorlage given the fact that it normally renders the divine name. For 
the same reason it is difficult to understand why it would have been 
added. However, Th does use K~lt to render M~ in 4:16(19), so it is 
possible that OG read M~. M!)"C in MT would then be explained as a 
later correction. It is also possible the OG rendered M~'C with K~lt 
and this would also explain the addition of puc7lAti. Either of these 
scenarios suggests that pucn1ti is not 00. In favour of the retent ion 
of K~lt PUGlAti as 00 is the fact that both are present in 3:9. OG 
does not witness to an alternative Vorlage. 
1. 40, 72-The omission by Th. in 1. 40 and OG in 1. 72 of one element 
of the idiom ~M' nl' does not necessarily indicate a difference In 
their respective Vorlagen. Such omissions are fairly frequent. 
1. 43-The omission of OG might be explained as error by homoiotel. 
from MiTM ••• M';'!)", but see also 1. 43, 80 in Lexicology. This 
omission could have been in the OG Vorlage, but the text of MT is 
preferable in any case. The difference between OG and MT is better 
explained as an omission in OG, rather than an addition in MT because 
we can see how the omission occurred and there are numerous places 
in Daniel where the words of one character are alluded to or repeated 
verbatim for emphasis. 
1. 45-Closely linked to the previous variant is the addition of tx' 
tU119tiu~. Presumably this add. would reflect ::l'3'lD as in 1. 75. 
Though it is difficult to see how this variant could have been omitted 
from MT, it is also difficult to read ::l'3'10 at this point in the text. 
Here, the decision will depend upon the disposition of the textual 
critic, but we are not inclined to view the addition in OG as leading to 
a better semitic text. 
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1. 48, 54-We have previously argued that there is reason to believe 
that these verbs are not additions at all (s. Lexicology). Even if 
original, the additions would be attributed to the translator rather 
than an alternative Vorlage. 
1. 49-The translation napOOtlYJlUt\t(a) is based on the reading rn~nn l'Oi 
(s. Lexicology) , but based on the parallel to 3:29(96) MT is to be 
preferred. It cannot be known whether OG's reading accurately 
reflects its Vorlage and haplography had occurred in MT, or whether 
his translation stems from a reading error. It could also be that there 
was a different translator in 3:29(96). 
1. 56-The add. of the per. pro. in Th, which is supported by 1. 54 in 
OG, suggests that the pro. suf. was read. The Peshitta reads the pro. 
suf. as well. The strength of this combination suggests that the pro. 
suf. should be added to the vb. in MT. 
1. 78-83-The text in these lines is very difficult and lS obviously 
corrupt. We will begin by printing the texts of MT, Zieg. (=88-Syh), 
and 967. 
967-[ 
[ ] 
It will be noticed that while the first portion of 88-Syh reads with 
Mf, ICu9antp ouv npoo'tt'tUXu oi)'tO.)~ £OtUl appears to be an addition, and it 
is duly marked with the obelus in both 88 and Syh. However, 967 omits 
the portion that agrees with MT and has an abbreviated version of the 
addition. The text that Hamm (I-II, pp. 163, 165) chooses to read is 
88-Syh without oUt~ tOtUI. He argues that the first portion agrees 
with OG's vocabulary usage elsewhere, and it is lacking in 967 by 
homoioarc. Hamm reads the ICaOa1ttp ouv 1tpoOtttUXU as a striking 
translation for the 'i at the beginning of vS. 9 and out~ £OtUI as a 
later addition. This reconstruction has much to commend it and, 
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initially, the present writer was inclined to agree. 
However, there is another and, perhaps, better way to view the 
text. Hamm' s reconstruct ion assumes that '0 ~oyo~ anWtll an' EJ10U in 1. 
42-43 is OG, but as we have previously noted (s. CH 2 and Lexicology 
1. 42-43), 1. 42-43 are most probably not original to OG. They are 
asterisked in 88-Syh, omitted In 967, and exhibit the formal 
correspondence characteristic of Th. Therefore, if we begin with the 
presupposition that 1. 42-43 are the result of later Th influence, our 
analysis of 1. 78-83 changes drastically. Not only is anWtll an' EJ10U 
in 1. 80 corrupt because it agrees with Th, but the whole section that 
agrees wi th Mf becomes suspect (i. e. lCu9anep £opalCut£ iSn anMtll an' EJ10U 
to npay~u). If we omit the section that agrees with MT as a secondary 
addition, then Hamm is correct that lCu9an£p is the correct equivalent 
to " ~-?o, but it is the lCu9an£p followed by ouv npOGtttUIU and not 
lCu9an~ £opalCut£ .•• npuy~u. This view has additional support in that 
npOGtaUlu also fits well with OG's pattern of dynamic renderings for 
i1'C (s. Lexicology, 1. 42, 81, 91, 111, 113, 118). 
In other words, 88-Syh preserves the OG, but a more literal 
translation of MT was added in as a correction and displaced the OG. 
Without the secondary addition, lCu9an£p ouv npOGtttUIU out(U~ fGtul reads 
as a dynamic contextual guess for MT. Ultimately, it is impossible to 
be sure of the reading of OG, but our approach takes the best account 
for the texts that we have. For these reasons, we believe that OG 
rendered MT with a dynamic equivalent and does not reflect a plus or 
an alternative Vorlage; at least, one cannot be reconstructed with any 
confidence. 
1. 86-87-The add. lCui tltv tOUtO\) ICplGlV would be retroverted as i1i~' as 
in 1. 47 and 54. The use of the demonstrative adj. is a trait of OG 
(also 2:45) that indicates i1~' was in his Vorlage. OG might also be 
preferred to MY in this case, because when the king speaks of his 
dream and interpretation in 2:5-6 they occur together as i1~' KO?nj 
whereas when the magicians speak in 2:4 and 7 the terms are employed 
in separate clauses. OG's reading in 1. 86-87 would reflect MT's 
pattern in 2:5-6. 
I. 88-90-It IS difficult to judge whether OG reflects an alternative 
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Vorlage because of the number of problems in 2:8-9 and how the text 
echoes 2:5. For example, 1. 88 could be a secondary add. based on 1. 
49, and 1. 89-90 might reflect a textual difficulty because the 
reading of Th also differs from MT. Th borrows from 1. 76 for his 
rendering in 1. 89-90, and the similarities between the two are such 
that Th could accurately reflect a Vorlage in 1. 89-90 that had been 
influenced by 1. 76. The add. in 1. 88 of OG also follows his habit 
of adding for clarification. 1l9 Both OG and Th read more smoothly 
than MT, and for that reason MT could be original. In the final 
analysis it is impossible to determine a retroversion for OG that can 
account for the differences between the two, so MT should be retained. 
1. lOl-We have discussed this plus and how it reflects the TT of the 
OG in a preliminary fashion already in CH 1 (s. p. 31). The plus 0 
£~ov t~V vUKta would be retroverted as M'~'~(~) n'Tn-') MO~n and, as 
in 1. 86-87, it reflects expressions as they are found elsewhere in 
Daniel (s. 2:26). M'~'~(~) n'Tn-', may also have been omitted from 
MT through parablepsis with either the preceding MO~ or the following 
,~. For these reasons, it is probable that the OG addition should 
be regarded as reflecting a better semitic text. 
1. l14-The add. was most likely to simplify the syntax In the Greek 
and is not based on an alternative Vorlage. 
1. 116-Whether~' was omitted in OG's Vorlage or he chose to leave it 
untranslated is difficult to decide. It is possible that OG regarded 
it as redundant. In any case, MT should be retained. 
119So also Collins, Daniel, p. 149. 
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IV. Daniel 3:11-20 
The most interesting aspect of this passage is 3:17-18, but we 
will find that OG is much closer to MT and Th here than in 1:1-10 and 
2:1-10. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
3: 11 Th 
SlCai - - ,n1 
JttCJ6lV 
Jtpomc'OvTtCJl) 
+'tU tilCOVl tU IPooij+ 
tp.pA.1l91pual 
ti~ L_ - tilv ICUP.lVOV 
to;) Jt'DPO~ 
tilv lCalop.i vllv 
3:12 
LtiCJiv LavOpt~ 
IO'Doalol 
o~ l;cat£CJ'tllCJa~ 
tJti tit Lepya 
t1K LIQ}pa~ 
BaP1)A.Qwo~ 
CJ£opaI MlCJaI 
- APOtvayCl) 
SOl L( __ ) 
O-Dz SbnlllCoooav 
paCJlA.£1) 
tij) L (06yp.ati) CJ01) 
toi~ 9to~ (f01> 
01> ~a'tpt,) 0'D(f\ 
lCai tij tiICOV\ 
tu IP'DCJij 
fI £CJtllCJ~ 
0-0 ~pocnc'DVOUCJlV 
3: 13 
L'tOtt NapO'DI08. 
tv L01>pj lCai L~ 
£tJt£v U'ayayti v 
3:11 MT 
M7-':t-l~~ 
~~ 
'30' , ,,: - : 
MQ.~~ 
1 ~~-tti ~( 
M'~) ., 
~, 
..... .,' :Ir. T 
3: 12 
l' ~~ 'Zj'~ 
1 ~w, ~i'1~ 
li~! ~'~~-':t 
m'~-~ 
n~'~ 
'=':c 
3: 13 
";" ,. 
~c ~-mi ·I~ .. -1-:-
i)~ ~j 
~ tt!'?~ 
.,~~ ~av-M7 
tD'='c 
T: -
C!!fP 
.,~~ 
l'n~ M7 
CW~ 
~ 
~'P-P ':t 
1 '.,~q M7 
~~"';Q~~ 1 ~~ 
~j T~~ 
i'1!~~ij( ~ 
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3:11 00 
lCai o~ av Jltl 
S 
LXPocnc'Dv1)(fU 
LiJlPA.1l01)CJual 
ti~ L_ - sniv ICUJllVOV 
tOU x1>p~ 
't11V lCalOJlivllv 
3: 12 
LtiCJiv o£ 't\v£~ L&vop£~ 
Ioooaio\ 
Sou~ LlCat£CJtll(f~ 
tJti - -
tii~ Lxmpa\ 
tii~ BaPu4Q)via~ 
CJ£opaX M lCJax 
Apotvayo> 
oi L&VOPCl)JtO\ tIC £lvo \ 
O';IC S~op1)91lCJav (f01) 
tTtV Livt04tlV 
lCai t~ LtiOcll4q) CJ01> 
O';IC LMtl.Utpt'OCJav 
lCai t1] tiICOV\+S(f01> 
tii IP'OCJi) 
.q LeCJtllCJ~ 
01> LMJtPO(f£ICVvll(fav 
3:13 
Ltot£ NaPo1>XoO • 
LMOuJ,LfIl8ti ~ L tlpyii 
xpoatta;tV ayaytiv 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
63 
64 
'tOY Gtbpal M lGal 
-~evar~ 
L(lCal) 
L __ 
Lftx81lGav 
tVG"nov to;) 
paGlA.£~~ 
3:14 
lCai St&2tt!Cpi8ll 
N~OUIO&OVOGop 
!Cai ti ntv a1i'toi~ 
Ei LcXA.1l8~ 
te&pal MlGal 
Ap&evar~ 
toi~ 8to~ pOU 
0-0 - -
MA.a'tpt-Dttt 
lCai 't11 d!COVl 
til XPUGij 
ft £G'tl1Ga 
0-0 ~poGlCuvtf tt 
3: 15 
Lvuv o,;v S ti 
Ltxttt Litoip{&), 
iva 
L~ av 
CacOUGlltt 
t~ ,(&)vf)~ 
t~ LGaA.nlrr~ 
Gq,l rro~ tt 
!Cai !cl8clp~ 
Gapp-D!Cl1~ 
!Cai 'VaA.tl1piou 
!Cai navto~ rivo~ 
PO'DGllC{&)V 
3: 14 
3:15 
"W'Q ,~ 
il~ ~j 
1~~ 
~ M!~~ 
~'n'i'1 T -
1ii'1( ~~ 
M13i1 
T: -
~C ~i'Wi ·I~ .... "1-:-
il~ ~j 
'i'1~ 
- T -
1i;:)'rj'~ tf? 
1'~ 
ICiT-T C~1 
T -: - ...... 
~'?-P '":1 
1 '":1~~ tf? 
1ij 1lp 
l'":1't:W li;:)'tj'~ 
'":1 
-'":1 M~~ 
l~~ 
~ 
M~Y­
,,'?i~ 
c-r,'?, 
I03D 
T : -
l'~~~ 
i'1' lm~t" 
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'1':: : 
'~T a,:,~ 
K~T 
T T • 
tOY Gt&paz MlGUZ 
~var{&) 
Lto,{t 
tix81lGav -
0\ L lxvep{&)nOl 
npo~ tOY 
paGlA.ia 
3:14 
Soi)~ lCui LGUVl&o.lV 
N~OUlo&OVOGOP 
+0 paGlA.eU~ 
.. ,-tl ntv UUtOl~ 
L4lcX ti 
at&puI M lGUI 
Ap&evurQ) 
toi ~ L8toi~ pOU 
, L 
ou --
LM A.utpe1i ttt 
lCui tij d!COVl 
tij IP'DGij 
Tjv L lG'tllGU 
ou LMnpoGlCuveite 
3: 15 
L!Cui vuv S d S p£v 
Llzttt Lho,p~ 
Lupu 'tij) 
Mt&lCOU,Ul 
PO'DGllCQ)V 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
85 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
98 
99 
1ttaOvtt~ 
npo(JlC'Dv1)a l1tt 
tll d1COVI 
fI tnoil1au 
tav St 
p" npO(JlC'Dvita l1tt 
Luutll til 1bp(J 
tpfU'1191pta8t 
d~ L_ - ti)v 1CUPlVOV 
to;) npO~ 
ti)v 1CUIOpi Vl1V 
Kui ti~ tattv 9to~ 
~ L£;£~£i tUI upa~ 
£K tcOv MX£lpilv P01> 
3:16 
1Cui Xci n£1Cpi911auv 
atSpuX M laux 
- At:'&tvuyo> 
~£yovt£~ 
tij) pual~£i 
Napo1>xoSovoaop 
O~ LxP£iuv £xOlltv 
ftP£i~ SK£pi 
to;) Lpit pUtO~ to,)t01> 
LMim01CPI9i)vui aOl 
3:17 
!tatl SLyap 9£o~ 
~ ftPti~ ~Utp£OOp£v 
LS1>vut~ 
Lt ;£lm9ul "pa~ 
tK tll~ 1Capivo1> 
tOD K1>PO~ 
ti)l; 1CUIOp£vl1~ 
l~~ 
ln~; 
MD?3? T: -: 
1 n~ M'? 
i1r'IWi-j!D 
T -: - -
liD~ 
1 ~-Mi)7 
M"~) ,. 
~, 
• ..... TI:Y- ,. 
r1~ Mm-1Q~ 
li~~;T'~ 'j 
'.,~ -lQ 
3:16 
i)~ 
~Q ,:r;w; 
;)~ ~j 
l'~~ 
M:;)~" T: - : 
i1~r;~~ 1 '~-M7 
i1~'-~ 
c~~ 
,rJ~ 
3: 17 
M~ij~ '1j't.C lij 
1 'r}~ M~r;~~-'":I 
7.), 
- ,. 
M~Ij~~t'V? 
l~-lQ 
M"~) ,. 
~, 
..... ,.I:Y- ,. 
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n£a6vtt~ 
LM2IPocncuVTtaul 
til d1COVl +t1l xpuail+ 
11 Llatl1au 
Stt St pi} 
+yt YIVcDcnc£t£ 6'tl+ 
p 11 L npomc1>Vl1aUvto>v 
upiv L a1l9alpi 
Ltppl119Tta£a9t 
d~ L_ - St11v KUPlVOV 
to;) K1>p~ 
titv KUIOpevl1v 
Kai Lnoi ~ 9£o~ 
Lt;u£ital up~ 
tK tQ)V MX£lpiv pou 
3: 16 
Scin01Cp\9£vt~ St 
atSpuX M laax 
ApS£vuym 
tinav 
t4l pual~£i 
N apO'Dl oSovoaop 
+Bua\~£i 
ou LXP£iav lxop£v 
LciKoKPl9i)vui aot 
StKi til Lbltay~ tUUtli 
3:17 
Lla'tlV Lyap 9£o~ 
+S6 tv oupavo~ 
+t{~ nplo~ ftPiv 
ov Ltoflovpt9a 
6~ ta'tlv LSuvut~ 
Lt ;£lia8ut "p~ 
t1C ti)l; SKapivou 
100 lCai tIC tmv Wl£lPO>V G01> 
101 ~aGl1.£i 
102 Lp,x,£tal 1tJi~ 
3:18 
103 lCai Stav Ji1t 
104 YVQ)Gtov £GtQ) GOI 
105 ~aGl1.£i 
106 on toi~ 9£oi~ G01> 
107 01> L_ -
108 1.atp£1>oJi£v 
109 lCai t11 £lICOVl 
110 
111 ft £Gtl)G~ 
112 01> npoGlC1>vo;)p£v 
3:19 
113 LtOtE 
114 N~01>lO~OVOGop 
115 Len1.fia9n L8DJioi 
116 lCai" LO"'l~ to;) 
117 npoamnoD auto;) 
118 ,,1.1.oul)9l) 
119 eni G£~pal M lGal 
120 A~£va'YQ) 
121 lCai S_ - d'nEv 
122 LelCICaiGal 
123 titv lCaJilVOv 
124 £ntan1.aG1Q)~ 
125 £Q)~ 01> 
126 (L£l~ tuo~) LtICICa-o 
3:20 
127 Kai Ldv~p~ 
128 - - L ( 'axDpOi>~ 
129 - - LiGlin) 
130 EinE 
131 LW(nE~1tGavt~) 
132 tov GE~pal M1Gal 
133 ~~£va'YQ) 
3: 18 
11~-1~~ 
M:;)~ 
T: -
M7 1ij, 
1,(-M m.'? 11't.,~ 
M:;)~ 
3: 19 
T : -
1~~ 't:t 
M~'tn'tM-.r, 
.,. : - T 
l't~ 
~~ 
M:rI1 
T -: -
~'t?-P 't:t 
i30~ ." 
.... : . ., 
lM~~ 
,~~~~~~ 
Ma'1 't~ 
,. .. -": .. 
u. 
1't~ 1"'-~ 
;l~ ~j 
-at, i1~' 
3:20 
- T : - T 
MtQ.7 
Rv-I~'" 
T - : 
~-in 
T: • -
't:t ~ 
n~ TQ.7 i1tO 
1't~~7~ 
a,'tn-'t-U3 
• - .. T • 
n7.~r:t;l 't:t 
~ 
iTEQa, 
T T - : 
~c 1-mh ·I~ - . - : - : 
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lCai tIC to>v M1£lpiv (01) 
~aG\1.Ei 
Lt~E1.£ita\ "Ji~ 
3:18 
lCai StOtE 
$uv£pov GO\ £GtU\ 
on omE t~ L£l~C:\)1.CP (01) 
L __ 
L1.atp£UOJiEV ouu 
til £lICOVl +SG01> 
til IP1)(Jil 
iiv LlGt1)G~ 
LnpOGlCDVOU JiEV 
3: 19 
LtOU 
N~01>l~OVOGop 
Ltn1.ll(81) L91)Ji01> 
lCai " LJiOp,,, to;) 
npoaQ)noD autoi 
L ,,1.1.01c:\) 91) 
Stn' autou~ 
lCai Stntt~£ 
LlCailval 
ttiv lCaJilvOv 
intan1.aGiQ)~ 
Snapa 0 
l~£\ autitv LlCailval 
3:20 
lCai Lciv5pa~ 
L, Gl1>Potmo1>~ 
Lto')v ev til ~1)VaJiE\ 
tntta;Ev 
L(1)vn~iGuvt~ 
S [tOV G£5pal M \Gal 
A~£va'YQ)] 
134 ll£p~aA.£i v 
135 ti~ t'i)v ICUPIVOV 
136 tou n'Dpo~ 
137 tllV ICulopi Vl1V 
IV.1. Analysis of 3:11-20 
IV. 1. i. Morphology 
~7Q7 Ltp~aA.tiv 
lnP. d~ St1\v ICUJUVOV 
M'~~ toi 2t1>p~ ., 
~' '1': • ., t1\v ICU1OP£Vl1v 
1. 22, 26, 46, 50-Either the present or the aorist can be reasonable 
equivalents for the perfect of HA, and both are abundantly represented 
in 3:11-20. However, it is interesting to compare 1. 22 and 26 to 1. 
46 and 50. Regardless of the fact that the present probably 
represents a better choice in 1. 22, 26 (as in 1. 46, 50), Th's choice 
of the present in 1. 22, 26 where OG reads the aorist is somewhat 
significant. DA, pp. 63-65, identifies the elimination of the 
historic present as a characteristic of kaige. While these examples 
are not historical presents, they are more appropriate in the context, 
and do not exhibit the same formal correspondence to MT as OG. 
1. 29-00 avoids the simple coordination of the terms in MT by 
transforming one n. into the aor.pass.part. e'Dp~£~. 
1. 29, 90, 131, 134-In none of these cases does Th (or OG) represent 
the ~ prefixed to an info 
1. 55, 66-OG employs infinitives for the imp. forms of MT in 1. 55, 66 
in an attempt to preserve the sense of the syntax. S. Syntax, 1. 51-
66. 
1. 71-00 employs the gen. abs. rather than the finite vb. because of 
changes introduced to the syntax. S. Syntax, 1. 69-71. 
1. 79, 100-OG prefers to employ the pI. for" (s. CH 2.lI.8.i.a.), while 
Th normally follows the number of MT. In fact, only in 1. 100 does Th 
not follow the number in MT for". The change in 1. 100 is probably 
due to harmonization to the earlier use in 1. 79. 120 
IV. 1. i i. Syntax 
1. 1-4-Th's omission of the clause ''lC' M::lit' ~3~ 'lO" "£)' In 3:10 is 
120Note that BHS wants us to read the earl ier number in the 1 ight 
of the later. 
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a rather lengthy minus against both MT and OG, and reflects a 
tendency of Th, particularly noticeable in chs. 4-6, to omit repeated 
phrases. Th changes the syntax of MT in 3:10-11 from "Anyone who 
hears . · . should fall and worship ... but whoever does not fall and 
worship · •• " to "Whoever hears ... and does not fall and worship .. 
" The change in syntax explains the add. in 1. 4 as necessary to 
provide the object of worship. The basic meaning of the Vorlage is 
retained, though the elimination of the repeated phrase lessens some of 
the rhetorical effect. 
I. 2-0G's omission of the part. alters the rhetorical effect, but the 
basic sense is the same. 
I. 6, 74, 97, 135-MT has the full expression Mn,," aml TJrIM also in 3:6, 
21, 23, 26. A formally equivalent translation 'fiIv lCO:PlVOV tOU 1t1>p~ ti)v 
lCUlOP£VllV is given by 00 and Th in 1. 6, 74, 135; 3: 6 .121 00 omi ts tftv 
lCUlOP.£VllV in 1. 99 and 3:21 ;122 and has differences in 3:23, 26(96). 
In 3: 23 00 has t~d.9oixJa " .~6~ £lC 'tii~ lCUJ,Livo1) and 3:26(96) has tiK 
lCup.ivo1) in lCUlOP£Vll~, but both may reflect a different approach to 
translating compared to the earlier portion of ch. 3. 
Th only omits toi 2t1lpO~ in 3:23. 
1. II-This is the only occurrence of the independent obj. pro. n" in 
BA. The relative pro. o~ is a literal and idiomatic equivalent for 
the ,,~ + obj. pro. 
l. 17-OO=Mf while Th omits "these men" and employs a relative clause 
instead. 
121 Indeed , both 00 and Th employ the individual Greek words as SE 
for the corresponding Aramaic. The majority of omissions and/or 
different readings from the three terms are in 3:21-26(93). For 
example, 1" only occurs 8x; all in the phrase currently being 
discussed. 'J"nM is found in 2 additional passages (3:19, 22), and in 
each case OG and Th translate with lCCJt.nVO~. -nl is also found in 3:22, 
24(91), 25(92), 26(93)bis, 27(94)biS; 7:9(2), 10. Both OG and Th 
translate with rip, except where it is omitted. OG omits in 3:21, 22, 
24(91), 26(93); 7:9. Th omits -nl in 3:22, 23, where the context is 
different due to the inclusion of the de utero-canonical material. 
122Asterisked add. in 88-Syh. 
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1. 18-Both 00 and Th translate the semitic idiom C,t!:) C'U7 "pay regard 
to" (+ ." pers.; s. BDB, p. 1113) literally by providing an object for 
the vb. The idiom also occurs in 6:14(13). There OG=O and Th 
employs bRotuGGm. It is also possible that Th has read ,~ in both 
cases. 
1. 23, 109-The add. of GO~ may be the result of 00 making explicit 
what is implicit in MT, i.e. the image is in the likeness of the king 
(cf. 2:32, 37),123 but 00 does not add the first per.pro. in 1. 47. 
Regardless of the appearance of the image, to worship it was to 
acknowledge Nebuchadnezzar's god/idol. 
1. 37-40-00 employs a relative phrase to avoid the excessive parataxis 
in MT. The part. in 00 does serve to make the sequence of events 
expl ici t ("they were brought . . . when he saw them . . . he said"), 
but there is no significant difference in meaning. oo's syntax also 
requires the non-trans lat ion of , in 1. 40. 
1. 37, 80, 121-For the variation in the translation of the idiom 'OM' i"t)', 
s. Syntax, 2:1-10. 
1. 51-66-Here MY leaves the apodosis unstated. 124 00 employs 
infinitives in 1. 55 and 66, which effectively follow the syntax of 
MI'. apa + date + info in 1. 54-55="Together with the hearing ... " Th 
has 2 subj. in 1. 55 and 66, which introduce a slight change, "NOW, 
therefore, if you are prepared: When you hear ..• you should 
worship. " 
1. 51-0G employs the idiomatic pEv/8i 125 8x, but the distribut ion is 
significant. It occurs in 1:7; 2:24, 33, 41; 3:15, 23, 46; 12:2. The 
total absence of this construction from chs. 4-11 in the original text 
of 00 is unlikely. Th only has p~/8i in 2:41, 42. 
123De lcor ~ "Un cas de traduct ion," pp. 30-35; McCrysta 11, p. 81. 
124 GBA, §86. 
125See Smyth. §2895-2916. 
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1. 58-62, 119-In 1. 119 (s. 1. 132) OG substitutes a shorter 
expression for the repeated list of names for stylistic variation. 
The same motivation accounts for the omission of the instruments in 1. 
58-62. 126 The list of instruments is also shortened in 3:7, 10; as 
well as the list of officials in 3:3. 
1. 69-71-OG adds 1. 70 to emphasize the ominous consequences of not 
worshipping ("But if not, know for certain/it is a certainty") .127 
The introduct ion of 1. 70 also caused 3 changes in the syntax. First, 
tLl1 was added to 1. 69; second, OG's introduction of Y1.VcDGlCC&l required an 
obj. clause in order to retain the elements in MT; third, OG transforms 
the finite vb. 2tPOGlCuvt{&) into a gen. abs.! OG's dynamic translation is 
faithful to the intention of MT, but slightly more dramatic. At the 
same time, even though OG added a few elements to create this 
emphasis, the vocabulary of MT is represented. 
1. 86, 105-In the former the voc. M~"C is added, whi Ie in the latter 
the voc. is omitted. Neither makes any significant difference (s. 
Text-Cri tical) . 
1. 88, 90-Both OG and Th construe i1~'~17 with mnEl incorrect ly .128 
MI'="There is no need for us to make an apology about this." 
1. 91, 103-The theological implications of the conditional clauses in 
3:17-18 of MT are interesting, but it is not incumbent on us to 
determine whether it is God's existence or his ability to save that IS 
in quest ion. 129 What is significant for our purposes is that there 
126 1n both instances 88-Syh have an asterisked add. 
127For y£, see Smyth. §2821-2829. 
128Noted by Mont., p. 208; but note that the Peshitta has an 
addition (Mn"C) which makes this connection as well. 
129The 1 inguist ic di fficul ty in 3: 17 is the separat ion of the 
particle 'n'M from the vb. "~'. There are two options for translation. 
The first is offered by Torrey ("Notes," p. 263) and presupposes that 
the li' contains the whole protasis. Thus, he translates, "If it be 
so, (i.e .. if the sentence of the king is executed), our God whom we 
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is an ambiguity in the text, and both OG and Th, in company with the 
other versions, resolve it .130 OG and Th affirm the existence of God 
(OG adds 1. 92-93, s. below) and His ability to save. They confirm 
God's existence by employing yap for tn, but the unified approach 
could be based on an exegetical tradition rather than Th borrowing 
from OG. 
The translation of the second conditional clause in 3:18 (1. 
103) reveals significant differences between OG and Th, which supports 
the view that there is no dependence of Th on OG in the earlier 
clause. Th translates 1. 103 with formal equivalents "And if not," 
(i.e., if God does not save us), and the juss. in 1. 104 with an impv. 
"let it be known to you." According to Th, then, the three do not 
intend to worship the gods whether their God acts or not. Conversely, 
00 has teal tote ,uvepov OOl tOtal "And then it wi 11 be clear to you," 
which presupposes that they will be delivered. The explicit belief 
that they will be delivered is in complete accord with the confession 
in 1. 92-93. 131 
1. 92-93-OG's add. imparts a monotheistic emphasis that strengthens 
the syntact ic change in 1. 91. 132 A simi lar statement on monotheism 
is found in OG 4:34c. The similarity of the theological statements 
suggests that the same translator is responsible for both 3:17 and 
4:34c. 
serve, is able to deliver us." The second option is to translate 'n'M 
as a copula (Mont., p. 206). Thus, "If our God whom we serve is able 
... " For an excellent discussion of the issues, see P. W. Coxon, 
"Daniel 111:17: A Linguistic and Theological Problem," VI' 26 (1976): 
400-409. Ashley, pp. 358-368, notes that medieval rabbinic exegetes 
debated vigorously over the meaning of this clause and argues that we 
should seriously consider that the clause questions the existence of 
God for rhetorical effect. 
130For a discussion of the translation of 3:17 by the versions, 
see Coxon, "Daniel III: 17," pp. 402-403. 
131See also Blud., p. 45. 
132The lines are marked with the obelus in 88-Syh. 
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1. 125-126-00 employs napa + acc. for a comparative133 "seven times 
more than it was (literally: he had seen it) heated." Th reads " for 
" and employs £i~ tiAO~ adverbially.134 S L . 1 I 126 ~ ~ ee eXICO ogy,. . 
1. 132-967 reads toil!; Kepi 'tOY 'Atap1.av, which agrees wi th 00' s 
translation in 3:23. However, it is argued below that a later 
translator has edited 3:20-30(97) in order to insert the additions to 
ch. 3. It is the reading of 967 in 3:20 that suggests this editing 
began in 3:20. 
IV.1.iii. Lexicology 
1. 3, 22, 26, 46, 50, 66, 71, 94, 108, 112-The cui tic terms 'lC and 
"'~ are both rendered by SE in 00 and Th. 00 employs npOGX~vt~ 12/12 
for '10,135 and Aa'tpeoo for n'E) 7/9.136 The choice of equivalents 
reflects a semantic difference. In the remainder of the LXX l.atpeoo is 
the SE for ,:1, where it refers to cultic service. 2tPomc~v£~ is the SE 
for ~~ in BH and has a more predominant sense of worship. Both 00 
and Th recognize and maintain that distinction. 
00 employs .o~t~ in 1. 94 as an unusual equivalent for n'E). The 
motivation for this rendering was to supply a parallel with 3:12 (s. 
Syntax). According to OG, the three do not fear the king's decree 
because they do fear/revere God! 137 wotuaa~ is a good dynamic 
translation by OG in 7:27, and only appears elsewhere in OG as a plus 
to 11:37. 
Though Th's choice of 50uAeixal in 7:14, 27 is acceptable, there is 
no semantic difference that would explain why he would not employ the 
established equivalent Aatpeoo. It would support the suggestion that 
133Smyth, § 1073. 
134 So Mont., p. 211. 
135 2 . 46 ; 3:5, 6, 7, 10, 11, 12, 14, 15, 18, 28. 
s. Syntax. 
Th omits In 3:10, 
136 3 : 12 , 14, 18, 28(95); 6:17(16), 21(20); 7:14. In 3:17 00 has 
.OptCl (Th has Aa'tpeoo) and in 7:14 Th has 50~A£OO. In 7:27 00 has 
UnofuaaQ) where Th has 50~1.£oo again. 
137 It is surprising that Meadowcroft, pp. 159-160, fails to note 
the obvious literary connection. 
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at least ch. 7 originates from a different translator, or that ch. 7 has 
undergone some revision. 
1. 5, 73, 134-In ch. 3 OG always employs £p~cU.A.Q) for am, 5/5,138 but in 
ch. 6 OG has pintQ) 4/4.139 Th employs £p~cX1A.CD (9/10), except in 
3:24(91) where he has the simple form of the vb. The only other 
occurrence of Me, is in 7:9 where it has a different sense, and both 
OG and Th have t\9l'lPl. Once more OG's vocabulary reveals differences 
within chs. 4-6. 140 
1. 6, 74-0G omits M'l all lOx it appears in Daniel, whereas Th only 
omits in 1. 6, 74 and 3:6. 141 Elsewhere Th has pfxJO~. 
1. 9, 45, 52, 91, 107-Both OG and Th treat 'n'M as a copula. 142 00 has 
£CJtlV (daiv in 1. 8) 6/12143 and omits it in 2:26; 3:14, 18. In three 
cases OG offers free renditions. OG employs the f. part. otxsav in 2:30 
and tlCD in 1. 50. In both these cases Th has the same reading and 
they would have to be classed as distinctive agreements. In 3:25(92) 
OG has ooo£pia £'Y£v1l91'l. Besides the agreements with OG in 2:30 and 
3: 15, Th also omits 'n'M in 1. 43, 96 and 2: 26, but in these cases the 
particle is made redundant by the presence of a finite vb. Otherwise, 
Th has 3 person forms of dpi 9/14. 
1. 9, 17, 33, 34, 127-03 employs av9pmno~ (7x) and civ~ (7x) 
138 3 : 6 , 11, 15, 20 ,21. OG=O 3: 24 ( 91) . 
1396 . 8 (7), 13(12), 17(16),25(24). See 6:18(17) for an 
equivalent to 17(16). 
140See also Albertz, p. 162. 
141Also in 3:21, 23, 24(91), 25(92), 26(93); 4:7(10); 7:15. 7:15 has 
the difficult i'1l'l MU:l, which Th seems to have attempted to render wi th 
a contextual guess t;£l. 
142GBA • §95. Muraoka (Emphatic, p. 81) states that 'n'M retains an 
asseverative force in 2:26 and 3: 17, while elsewhere in Daniel it is 
weakening to a copula. 
143 2: 11(2), 28; 3:12, 17, 29(96). OG=O in 4:32(35); 5:11. 
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indiscriminately as equivalents for ~ (19x).144 In contrast, Th 
never employs lxvepCllno~. However, Th also omits translating ~ more 
often than OG and in one case makes it explicit who the men are (0\ 
tUICtlicoi in 6:6[5]). The omission in 3:12 is due to Th changing the 
syntax; and Th also omits ,~ once in 3:20. Th has a large minus 
compared to MT in 3:22, while the omissions in 3: 13, 23 have no 
apparent motivation. 
1. II-The same equivalence is shared by OG and Th in 2:24, 49, though 
Th employs it earlier in 1:11.145 
1. 12, 13-i'l.,,::l' is also collocated with ill'iD in 2:49 in its only other 
usage in Daniel, and MT reads exactly the same as 1. 11-12. Th has 
the same equivalent in 2:49, while OG has enl tolv npaypcXtQ)v tll~ pac.n4. 
Presumably, OG has omitted il.,,::1' in both cases as unnecessary. Th 
also employs the collective epya for the Hebrew equivalent il~M'D (HL in 
Daniel) in 8:27.146 
Th employs 1000a (9/9) as a SE for ill '''1D, 147 whi Ie 00 is more 
varied in his approach. OG employs lmpa 4x, but also has n04lv in 
11: 24 and 2tpaypa in 2:48, 49 (3:3, 30[97] OG=O). The fact that OG has 
l(.)pa~ in 3: 12 suggests that OG employed the dynamic translation npaypa 
in 2:49 because of his earlier choice in vs. 48. 148 
I. 20-0G employs a variety of equivalents for Cl7~: yvo)(n~ 2: 14; ICpivQ) 
3:10,29(96); evt041) 3:12. 149 Th favours 8bypa 6/9, but not to the 
144-Ol =lxvepCllno~ in 2: 25; 3: 12, 13, 27 (94); 5: II?; 6: 25 (24); 8: 15. 
~l=Uv~ in 3:8, 12, 20, 21, 22, 23, 25(92). OG (and Th) omits the 
second ~l as redundant in 3:20 and also omits in 6:6(5) and 6:12(11). 
In 2:24(91); 6:16(15) OG=O. 
145S. the discussion of the relationship between Th and OG In 1:1-
10 , I. 48, 94. 
146ipya is also found in 3: 27, 57 in both OG and Th, and In an 00 + 
In 4:19(22). 00 has the sing. in 11:17 for n'~'C(?) 
147 2 : 48 ,49; 3:1, 2, 3,12,30(97); 8:2; 11:24. 
148Mont ., p. 184, suggests that 2:48 was motivated by 2:49. 
14900=0 4:3(6); 5:2; 6:3(2), 6:14(13), 6:27(26). 
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point of misconstruing the meaning of the text. rv~~ renders the 
sense of "good judgement" in 2:14, while in 5:2 Cl)~ has the sense 
"taste," which Th translates with Y£;)(J\~. Th employs 1Oy~ in 6:3(2) In 
a vain attempt to render the meaning of the difficult Aramaic. 
Though Th and OG share a much closer relationship in the 
current passage, the translation of ct'~ does exhibit significant 
differences in approach. It should also be noted that OG only employs 
&byJia in a plus (6:12a), whereas Th's use of &bypa mainly for Cl)~ and 
Mn, (s. Syntax, 2:1-10) represents incomplete lexical levelling. 
1. 21, 44, l06-0G's specifies the nature of the gods (d&ciM.cp) in 1. 21 and 
106,150 whereas in 1. 44 it has a literal equivalent to MT. Actually, 
OG's ideology preserves a nice distinction. To the king the statue 
represents the "gods" e£o~ (1. 44), but to the three it is merely an 
"idol" d&6ll.ov. 151 This distinction explains why OG does not employ 
dli6ll.ov in 1. 44. 
1. 25, 48, Ill-Forms of .{iat~Jil were ideal to render C'? because of the 
broad semantic range it afforded, as well as its use as both a 
transitive or an intransitive vb. Of the 35x'Q'"P appears in Daniel 
the majority are in the Aramaic section and 10 are in chI 3:1-18. 152 
MT has a plus against OG and Th in 3:3, but it is probably a case of 
dittography in MT.153 The remaining 8 cases in 3:1-18 all have to do 
with the setting up of the statue (5 in 3 s.ha.pf.; 3 in 2 s.ha.pf.), so it 
is not surprising to find identical forms in Th and OG. 
For the most part, OG and Th employ formal equivalents for the 
translation of C"P. The only dynamic equivalent in OG is 7:17 
(unol.oUvtal). There are several Th renderings that require comment. 
150S. the discussion of these equivalents in CH 3.III.2.i. 
151 It is possible that 00' s choice of the s. in 3: 12, 18 reflects 
the Q in MT, but given the change in translation equivalents it is 
difficult to answer this question with any degree of certainty. 
1522 : 21 , 31, 39, 44(2); 3:1, 2, 3(3), 5, 7, 12, 14, 18, 24(91); 4:14; 
5:11,21; 6:2(1),4(3),8(7), 9(8), 16(15),20(19); 7:4, 5(2), 10, 16, 17, 
24(2); 8:27; 9:12. OG=O in 3:3(2); 4:14(17); 5:11, 21. 6:20(19)? 
15300 omits the entire final clause, while Th omits the redundant 
"which Neb. set up." 
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Th employs e;avianuu in 3:24(91), which is unique. It is the only 
occurren_ce in Th, even though it is a regular equivalent for cy in the 
LXX.154 In 6:4(3) Th renders i"1rI~m n'w, with a simple finite form 
of lCa9ian}Ju, whereas OG employs tpo1)A.£ooato lCataaritaal. Th has 
probably omitted translating the HL nrri,. 
Finally, we must consider the question of Th's relationship to 
OG. The ratio of agreements between Th and OG for the translation of 
ct' in the remainder of Daniel is not quite as extensive as it is in ch. 
3. However, rather than investigating each equivalent we will focus on 
those instances where OG and Th have the vb. lCa9ianuu. OG and Th 
share a common reading of the vb. in 2:21; 6:2(1), 4(3), so it might be 
concluded that Th has merely retained OG. On the other hand, Th also 
employs lCaGia'tt}J1.l in 5:11 (OG=O) and in each of these instances Th 
accurately translates the sense "to appoint." For example, in 5:11 Th 
has b 1tattu> (01) cipIOvta • • • Kati. autov = 1'1D,,?iI • • • ::n 1,::»t = "your 
father appointed him head .•. " Th's translations In these instances 
accord well with his renderings of me in 1:11; 2:24, 49; 3:12 that were 
discussed earlier (s. 1:1-10, Lexicoiogy). Furthermore, Th employs 
lCa9ianuu elsewhere only in 2:38 and 2:48 for the two places where the 
ha. of ~.,~ appears. I55 Therefore, when we consider the fai thfulness, 
consistency and distinctiveness of Th's translation, it is unlikely 
that Th has borrowed from OG. Most of the common readings are exactly 
that, common. On the other hand, the shared reading of 1tClp£lat;,c£laav 
7:10 is most likely a distinctive agreement. 
1. 27, 32, 113-Mf employs l'iM(:1) 46x in Daniel. 156 There is little 
point in presenting a comprehensive analysis because tOt£ is the normal 
and expected equivalent for l'iM(:1) , and lCal is a reasonable and 
frequent choice as well. However, there are several noteworthy points. 
First, except for the omission in 3:3 OG has tOtt for 1 '~(:1) 13/13 in 
154t~avia'C1UU appears in 5:6 in OG where MT=O. 
1550G has lCa9ianuu in 2: 48, but in 2: 38 it employs lC1>pl£U(a)! 
1562 : 14 , 15, 17, 19(2), 25, 35, 46, 48; 3:3, 13(2), 19, 21, 
24(91), 26(93)bis, 30(97); 4:4(7),16(19); 5:3, 6, 8,9,13,17,24, 
29; 6:4(3), 5(4), 6(5), 7(6), 12(11), 13(12), 14(13), 15(14), 16(15), 
17(16),19(18),20(19),22(21),24(23),26(25); 7:1,11,19. 
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ch. 2-3:21. Th, on the other hand, has 8e in 2:15! and lCal in 2:17, 
19, 48; 3:3. Second, the frequent use of lCal in Th means that the lCal 
in 1. 32 may be the equivalent for f"1M:l, rather than for a hypothetical 
, (M":l) "PM is omitted in 1. 33). Third, OG employs the dynamic 
equivalents OM(o~ oilv only in 3:26(93) and 3:30(97). Fourth, contrary to 
the stereotyped usage in ch. 2-3:21, OG only employs 'tOtt about 12/23 
in 3:24(91)-7:19 and the alternative equivalents (also lCal in 3:26[93]; 
5:3, 6, 8; 6: 12[11], 14[ 13], 15 [14], 20[ 19] and 8e in 4: 16[ 19]) only occur 
in chs. 4_6. 157 
It is not possible to formulate any definite conclusions, but the 
pattern of translation is similar to what we have found elsewhere. Not 
only are there unique equivalents in OG around the inclusion of the 
deutero-canonical additions at the end of ch. 3, but there is also a 
different approach to translating the term in chs. 4-6. 
1. 28, 11S-MT has two terms for anger/wrath collocated in 1. 28 (Tl' is 
a HL in Daniel). Although OG transforms the first to a participle, Th 
has the same order of equivalents: 81>p~ (81)poo OG) then 6py". The 
nature of this agreement is underscored in 1. 115 where both OG and 
Th employ 81>p~ for Men instead of 6py" as in 1. 28. The same type of 
agreement occurs with the cognate Hebrew term ncn. In 11:44 OG and 
Th both render imn wi th 81>p~, but in 9: 16 they both have 6 81>p~ 001> 
lCal it 6py" 001> where MT reads ,nen, ,!:)M. The order 81>po~, then 6py" 
is not a fixed collocation in the LXX either, so 3:13 and 9:16 are 
probably distinctive agreements. l58 
The specifics of OG and Th's agreement are, however, difficult to 
discern. For example, in the only other occurrence of i"mn in 8:6, OG 
has the expected 81>p~; but, Th has appft (1-10)! If we broaden the 
investigation, we find that OG and Th employ bpytl to render the 
substantive Cl'T in 8:19 and 11:36. However, when Cl'T occurs as a vb. 
1573 : 24 (91)?; 5:9,13, 17?, 29; 6:7(6),13(12),19(18),26(25); 
7 : 1, 11, 19 • 00=0 5: 24; 6: 4 ( 3 ), 5 ( 4 ), 6 ( 5 ), 16 ( 15 ), 1 7 ( 16), 22 ( 21) , 
24(23). Th's ratio of 15/31 in 3:24(91)-7:19 (Th=O in 5:24?) is about 
the same as 2-3:21. 
158 In fact, bpytl more often precedes 81>p~ (SOx) in the LXX than 
the other way around (38x). See also Muraoka, 12 Prophets, pp. 111, 
173 where Muraoka notes that 81>p~ and bpytl are employed as 
overlapping synonyms in the LXX. 
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in 11:30 OG employs Opyi,Q) and Th has 9uJL6al. Nor does Th share OG's 
reading of OpT" in the addition (doublet?) to 9:26, or OG's error in 
11:18. In the other occurrence of ~ in the sense of anger in 11:20 
(cf. 9:16) OG employs OpY11, whereas Th renders literally with KpOaGl1tOV. 
Finally, we should note that OG employs both 9uJLO<o (8:7) and 6pyi'6) 
(11: 11) to translate ."C in the hithpalpal (~~n') lito be embittered," 
but Th has 2 HL in the LXX: t;aTP\aivQ) and aYPuxvGl!! 
1. 29, 34-0G and Th have common readings for ~nM throughout Daniel 
(12x), but the significance is minimal because the equivalents are 
expected. 159 In 3:26(93) 00 simplifies ,nM' ~!) to t;u9a'(£ while Th 
has a good dynamic translation t;u9£t£ Kal 5£1)'(£ "Come out and come 
here!" 160 
1. 37-This is the only occurrence of ouvopaQ) for the translated books 
of the Hebrew Bible, though it does occur 9x in the Maccabean 
literature. 
1. 41-00 renders the sense of MT, but it is uncertain whether he 
actually knew the meaning of the inf. Mi3.t61 Th offers a literal 
equivalent. 
1. 51-The adv. l'~ appears 7x in MT, though 00 only seems to have it 
in his Vorlage in 3:15 and 2:23. Th reflects a difference in his 
approach. In the 5x that the adv. stands alone, including 3:15, 00 
trans lates with vuv o-uv. 162 However, in 5: 15 where the conj. , is 
attached, Th translates with Kal v,)v. According to Ziegler, the vuv is 
not part of Th's text in 2:23, but there is some support for its 
inclusion. 
159i1nM is 12x in Daniel. 
6: 17 ( 16), 18 ( 1 7 ); 7: 13, 22. 
3:2,13(2),26(93); 5:2,3,13,23; 
00=0 5:13; 6:17(16). 
160For 5£wo and 5£1)'(£, see E. Eynikel and J. Lust, "The Use of 
AE1PO and 4E1TE in the LXX," ETL 67 (1991): 57-68. 
161See Torrey, "Notes," pp. 261-62. 
1623: 15; 4:34(37); 5: 12, 16; 6:9. 
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1. 52-The equivalent ttoiJ16)~ (1-4) for "n, (HL in Dan.) In OG and Th is 
a common reading in 1. 50. 
L 54-'i Ml"~ also occurs in 3:5 where OG has mav and Th employs 1} civ 
&pq. Th's rendering is more dynamic in 3:15. S. Syntax, 1. 49-64. 
1. 57-There are five or six musical instruments listed in 3:5, 7, 10, 15. 
3 of the names of the instruments are certainly Greek loan words 
(1Ci8apl~, ",w.tTunov, 01>pfWvia), and two <11', ~Vi) are semitic. 163 00 
only gives a complete list in the first instance and prefers to 
abbreviate in vss. 7, 10, 15. The main point of interest in the list 
is the word a1>p,~via. Bevan identified o1>Pt,lVia as a type of bagpipe 
and Grelot has argued that it was a double flute. 164 It was believed 
that o1>p.~via is specifically mentioned as a favourite individual 
instrument in connection with Antiochus Epiphanes, but Coxon has 
argued that it should be understood in the sense of a group of 
musicians. 165 The sense of the term is uncertain, but Th and 00 seem 
to understand it as orchestral music. Th omi ts 01>p,,·via all 4x in 
which it appears. This suggests that he understood it in terms of a 
band or orchestra; therefore, he omitted it as redundant because of 
the following "and all kinds of music." The reading of 00 depends on 
the text we choose as original. 88-Syh and 967 translate all six 
terms in 3:5, but 88-Syh lists them in a way that suggests o1>p,wvia 
refers to an individual instrument. 967 reads "and a symphony of all 
kinds of music," which should probably be accepted as 00. 166 In the 
later vss. (7, 10, 15) OG omits o1>p,~via as redundant. 
1. 68-OG may employ iatllPl for '3 because he expected to read ct' due 
to the previous collocation of (n)D,?i1 " (M:li1') em in 3:2, 3, 5, 7, 
163For a discussion of the instruments, see Coxon, "Greek Loan-
Words," pp. 24-40; P. Grelot, "L'Orchestre de Daniel III 5, 7 10, 15," 
VT29 (1979): 23-38; Kitchen, "Aramaic," pp. 48-50. 
164Bevan, p. 80; Grelot, "L'Orchestre," pp. 36-37. 
165Bevan , p. 41, includes the quote from Polybius; see Coxon, 
"Greek Loan-Words," p. 32. 
16601>p$wvia could be the resul t of later harmonizat ion to Mr (s. CH 
2.I11.). 
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12, 14, though he also has (1)vio'ttUu in 7:21. The expected equivalent 
for the verb ,~ in both OG (3/7) and Th (10/12) is KOltfll. 167 
1. 72-;,l)W only appears 5x in Daniel: 4x in the temporal expression 
Mr"aW-it:l (3:6, 15; 4:30[33]; 5:5) and once prefixed with ~ (4:16). OG 
has various equivalents. u1l9e>pi (1-2) in 3:15 appears to be a neologism 
(LEH, p. 70), while in 3:6 OG omits translating it. t~ Se 2q)(&)i may be 
an equivalent in 4:30(33), though like 4:16(19) the Vorlage is uncertain. 
Other than the neologism in 3:15, tV uirtij 'tij &pq in 5:5 is the most 
significant equivalent for Mn,v;-;c because it almost certainly stems 
from Th! In the other three cases where Mnl'vllC appears, Th always 
has UMU 'tij iDpq. The only difference in 5:5 is the add. of tv, but the 
literalness of the reading and the consistency with which it is found 
in Th leads to the conclusion that the reading tv U1ltij tij &pq of OG in 
5:5 is Theodotionic. 
1. 78, 96, t02-The main equivalent for ::If'vl (shaphel, see BDB, p. 1115) 
in both 00 (5/8) and Th (7/9) is t~UlpEo>.168 The other equivalent for 
00 is oQ((&) in 3:28(95); 6:21(20), 28(27).169 Th has ~,.,o"u1. in 3:17 
and &v'tl1u,,~ave>! (HL in Daniel) in 6:28(27). It is possible that Th 
has followed oo's equivalent for ::If'V;, but it is also possible that Th 
made the same equivalence. The 2x that Th changes equivalents can be 
explained as stylistic variation, and it is noteworthy that Th changes 
equivalents in 3:17 while 00 does not. 170 Analysis of related 
vocabulary sharing the sense of deliverance reveals similar findings. 
For example, other than 3:88 Th only has oQ(e> in 11:41 and 12:1 where 
the Hebrew equivalent is ~~C (ni.). These are the only appearances of 
~'D in Daniel and the reading is shared with 00 in 12:1. However, in 
167 2 : 5 ; 3:1, 15, 29(96), 32(99); 4:32(35)biS; 5:1; 6:11(10), 23(22), 
28(27); 7:21. OG=O in 3:32(99); 4:32(35) biS; 6:23(22)?, 28(27). Neither OG 
or Th understand MT in 2:5 and 3:29(96). 
168:lf'V; is in 3:15,17(2),28(95); 6:15(14),17(16),21(20), 
28(27)bis. 00=0 once in 6:28(27) where ::If'V; appears twice and 00 
reads quite differently. 
16900 has CJO(co also in 3:88; 11:42; 12:1. 
170S . the discussion of 00 and Th's relationship. 
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11:41 OG=O, so we cannot assume Th dependence on OG in 12:1. 
Another semitic term for deliverance, ~3~ (ha. in BA), occurs 5x 
in Daniel. OG has £;U1P~ in 3:29(96); 6:16(15)=15(14) and ~UOPUt in 
8:4, 7. Th overlaps in 6:15(14), whereas in 3:29(96); 6:28(OG=0) he 
has pUOpUl and in 8: 4, 7 t;Ulp£Ol. 
1. 87-OG and Th employ the common reading IP£iuv exop£v for nlin (HL in 
MT; BDB, p. 1093). This reading also shares the same feature as the 
common reading in 1. 52, i.e. both employ £10). 
1. 88, 90-OG and Th have cXttOICpiv6) for ~'n. Th has the same 
equivalence where ~'n has the sense of "answer" in 2:14. There 00 
has dtt£v.l7l 
1. 88, 90-MT also has ClnEl In 4:14(17) where OG=O and Th has l.Oyo~. 
1. 95-OG and Th only have 5Vvuto~ elsewhere in 11:3 for ,,~~ (HL in 
Daniel). The reading in 1. 95 is a dist inct ive agreement, 172 but 
there is no way to prove the direction of borrowing. However, it is 
noteworthy that OG and Th have extensive agreement with one another 
and formal agreement with MT in 1. 95-101. 
1. 115-OG and Th have a common reading, which in all probability stems 
from OG. tt~ttl.~Pt is nowhere else in Th while 00 has it again in 
12:4. 173 
1. 116-dICCoV IS the SE for m3 for both OG (14/17) and Th (16/17),174 
171Elsewhere :nn has the sense of return in 4:31(34), 33(36)bis, and 
in each case Th renders wi th tttlO'tPt4O) (OG=O). 
172"~=5wut~ is a common equivalent in the LXX. 
173w,C appears 4x in MT: 2: 35 oo=ttutilo'O'Ol, Th=K~llpoQ); 9: 2 
OO=avoxl. ilpOlO'l~ , Th=O'1)J"t~ itPo)O'l~ ; 10 : 3 OG=O''\)vt£~tO), Th=d. it pCDO't~ . OG' s 
rendering in 2:35 is based on his reading nne for n~c. nne is found 
earlier in the vs. as well as in 2:34. 
174C~3 is found elsewhere in 2:31(2), 32, 34, 35; 3:1, 2, 3(2), 5, 
7, 10, 12, 14, 15, 18. OG omits in 2:32 and once in 3:3. Th omits In 
3:10, but has it as a plus in 3:11 (s. Syntax, 1. 1-4). 
251 
but would not have been appropriate to describe the "appearance" of 
the king's face. The choice of equivalents in 3:19 is interesting 
because poP." is a HL in 00, whereas Th has it 5x for "T .175 6'Vl~ is 
an equivalent for rnt~ in 1:4 of Th, whereas OG has it for i1H~ in 
1: 13, 15 (Th=i&ea). 
1. lIB-The translation of Hl~ was discussed in the previous section on 
2: 1-10. 4x elsewhere Mf has "T collocated wi th Ml~ "his appearance 
was changed" and in each case Th employs cXl.AO\oo.176 
1. 122, 126-00 employs the simple !Caw for Mm whi Ie Th has the 
compound t!C~ai~. The only other occurrence of MTM is in 3:22 (pe.pf.) 
where both read t;t~a~~. 00 exhibits lexical levelling by employing 
!Caw for both MTM and 1?' (3:6, 11, 15, 20, 23), whereas Th makes a 
distinction through employing the compound. Therefore, it is very 
possible that the compound in 3:22 of OG reflects Th influence. 
1. 126-Th has the dynamic rendering of ti~ tUO~ for i1Tn. Th translated 
it adverbially (Le. "utterly"), but it is unlikely that his text 
differed from Mf.l77 This is a good example of Th's independence 
from OG. 
1. 128-129-Mf piles up the superlatives in depicting the "men, mighty 
men of strength who were in his service" who were to throw the three 
into the fire. 00 renders ~'n~~ with a superlative, and a formally 
equivalent rendition of i1~'n:l .. ,. Th simplifies to iaI'DpO~ ialul 
"strong in strength." Th's more dynamic rendering should be regarded 
as another clearly independent translation. 
1754: 33 (36); 5:6, 9, 10; 7:28. 00=0 In all cases except in 5:6 where 
i t has ~aal~. 
1765:6 , 9, 10; 7:28. 00 has cXl.AO\OO In 5:6; OG=O in 5:9, 10; Sl~ip~ 
In 7:28. 
177Mont ., p. 211, suggests that Th read ron as if it were from the 
root of MUt. 
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1. 131-03 has atlVKooitm (3/3 ) for n~~, whereas Th has 7ltOUfI) 4/4. 178 
Both words are employed in the LXX (s. HR), but Th's choice suggests 
independence. 
IV.1.iv. Summary 
As in 1:1-10 and 2:1-10, OG was no doubt translating a Vorlage 
virtually identical with MT. However, OG's relationship to MY has a 
different character in 3:11-20 when compared to the previous sections 
we have examined. As in the previous sections OG adheres quite 
closely to MT, but here OG does not exhibit the same variety in his 
choice of lexical equivalents and the close formal correspondence to 
MT (note the number of articles!) is unusual. This may be partly 
explained by the high degree of repetition in the vocabulary. 
However, it is also striking that in 3:11-20 OG always has qualifying 
adjectives and participles with articles in the attributive position 
(eg. 't1l tllCOVl 't1lIPtlai) rather than employing a shorter form. There 
are omissions against MT, but these primarily involve words that occur 
frequently in ch. 3. Though OG demonstrates a closer formal 
correspondence to MT in this passage, there are still some interesting 
free translations. For example, OG changes the conditional clauses in 
3:17-18 in order to remove any ambiguity about the existence of God or 
His ability to save. The addition emphasizing monotheism in 1. 92-93 
of 3:17 ensures that we are in no doubt about OG's theological views. 
The addition in 1. 70 is different from 1. 92-93 because it does not 
introduce any fundamental differences in meaning, though it did 
require OG to make changes in the syntax. OG also has a few dynamic 
equivalents (1. 37-atlV1B~; 1. 72-au9mpl; 1. 94-,opo~~t8a) and displays 
some freedom in word order by employing postpositive conjunctions (B£ 
in 1. 9, 69, 80; yap in 1. 91). 
In 3:11-20 Th demonstrates an expected formal correspondence to 
MT, but not to the point of mechanical literalness. Once again, Th 
has occasional omissions against MT and even changes the syntax at the 
beginning of vs. 11. Th also employs some variety in equivalents (1. 
102 l 116, 126, 131) that distinguish him from OG. Th's expression of 
the superlative in 1. 128-129 is also dynamic. 
1783: 20 ,21,23,24(91). OG=O in 3:24(91) but has an extra 
appearance of aUVKoBit& in 3:22. OG has KtBu~ in 4:30a. 
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The investigation of 3:11-20 has also found further evidence to 
confirm Albertz' thesis. First, we have confirmed that OG's use of 
~i1ttQ) for MCi in chs. 4-6 is dist inct from the choice tJlPalA.C&l 
elsewhere. Second, OG employs tote as a SE for r~(:l) in ch. 2-3: 21, 
which is distinct from 3:24(91)-7:19. Third, the idiomatic JI~/8i only 
occurs once outside of chs. 1-3, but this finding has been anticipated 
by the results of our investigation of 2:1-10. 
There is also a significant piece of evidence linking chs. 4-6 
with the rest of OG, or, at least ch. 3. The emphasis on monotheism 
in 3:17 is very similar to 4:34c. Albertz argues that one of the 
reasons why the later translator of chs. 1-3, 7-12 adopted the earlier 
"popular" edition of chs. 4-6 into his edition was because the earlier 
translator of chs. 4-6 shared the same theological concerns. Albertz 
offers the parallel between 3:17 and 4:34c as a prime example of this 
shared theology.179 However, if that were the case, we might expect 
to find additional emphasis on monotheism elsewhere in chs. 1-3 or 7-
12. So, although it can be maintained that OG chs. 4-6 stem from a 
different translator when compared with chs. 1-3; 7-12, the 
correspondence between 3:17 and 4:34c exemplifies the problem of 
reconstructing OG and its compositional history. 
IV.2. A Note on the Additions to Chapter Three 
A further complication in reconstructing the compositional 
history of OG is the inclusion of the Prayer of Azariah and the Song 
of the Three Young Men in ch. 3. Whether the additions stem from a 
semitic Vorlage is beyond the limits of this investigation, nor is it 
strictly within our purview to decide whether the additions were part 
of the OG text. However, what we have found suggests that the 
additions have been inserted into the OG. There are differences In 
content between MT, Th and OG in the verses immediately prior to and 
following the insertion in 3:21-30(97), but the primary difference is 
in 3:24(91). MT does not provide a reason why the king was alarmed 
and rose to his feet, but presumably he can see the four from where he 
sits. In OG and Th the king rises to his feet in amazement because he 
hears them singing, and then he declares to his friends (nobles in Th) 
li9Albertz. p. 164. 
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that there are four beings in the fire. Despite the differences in 
content, the narrative sequence, apart from the inclusion of the 
deutero-canonical material in the Greek texts, is basically the same 
in MT and the Greek versions. Therefore, we can be reasonably certain 
that the Vorlage for OG and Th was very similar to that preserved in 
Mr. Even though the Vorlagen for MT and OG were very similar, there 
are several translation equivalents that OG employs that are unique to 
3:20-30(97). These are summarized below: 
1. OG has e;t10oi»ou it ,16; elC tii~ lCUJ1iV01) In 3:23 and ti}l; lCUJ1ivo1) ttl 
lCa10~£v~~ in 3:26(96) where MT has ""1?' ~,~ l'nM-M'l' (cf. 3:6, 11, 
etc.). 
2. OG has oMtllia tyevitO~ in 3:25(92) for 'n'M"lt'. 
3. OG employs oUtm~ o~v only in 3:26(93) and 3:30(97) for l'~~. 
4. OG renders M)W with aOttem (HL in OG) in 3:28(95) instead of 
the SE a11010cD (6/7). 
5. A strong piece of evidence that the deutero-canonical material 
has been inserted into the text is the translation of -ol'n' l'C!J1 and 
nmtli' ,.,,~ m'~' in 3:29(96)=2:5. For the latter 00 has leal it o,;,O'ia 
amou 5~~tueitGttal "his belongings will be confiscated" in 3:29(96), which 
seems to be a simplification of leal ava1~,Oipetal Ul1c1>v ta unapIOVta d~ to 
~aGl11leOV in 2:5. Yet, the same translator. who depends on 2:5 for the 
translation of one difficult text, ignores 2:5 for the translation of 
l'-c17rTI l'~. Instead of an equivalent simi lar to napa5t\Yl1atlGOfptGOe 
in 2: 5, the translator has 5\al1t1(p)itm. The best way to explain the 
differences between how the same Vorlage is rendered in 2:5 and 
3:29(96) is to posit a later translator (redactor) of 3:29(96). The 
later redactor simplified the translation given by the translator of 
2: 5 for n,ncri' ",~ i1n'~' because he did not know the meaning ei ther. 
On the other hand, the redactor employed his own equivalent for 
l'~ l'cni1 rather than follow the earlier translator's lead because 
In that case he knew the meaning of MI' .ISO 
6. The translation tOU; nepi tov 'Atap\av for 'l~ i:ll" 1D'C TMW in 
3:23 (s. 3:20 of 967) prepares for the insertion of the Prayer of 
Azariah. 
7. It was also noted that the translation of iDM' i1)' (s. 2:1-
ISOS. the di scuss ion of Lexi co logy, 1. 49-52, In 2: 1-10. 
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10) changes after 3:19, but, in this case, it IS not possible to 
distinguish 3:20-30(97) from chs. 4-6. 
The differences in TT by OG in 3:20-30(97) are consistent with 
the position that a later translator/redactor has freely edited this 
section in order to accommodate the insertion of the Prayer of Azariah 
and the Song of the Three Young Men. lSI 
IV.3. The Relationship Between 00 and Th 
We can be fairly certain that the choice of lexical equivalents 
in 1. 28 and 115 are distinctive agreements in which Th is dependent 
upon OG. The readings in 1. 52, 87 and 95 are also distinctive, but 
there are no means to determine the direction of dependence. The 
conj. yap is a common reading in 1. 91, but it is not necessarily 
distinctive because it may stem from an exegetical tradition. 
Likewise, the omissions of M'l in 1. 6 and 74 (also 3:6) are common 
readings, but it is difficult to judge their value because Th does 
translate R'l 7x elsewhere while OG always omits it. The evidence for 
Th's independence from OG in this passage is more limited than in the 
two previous sections. We noted above the lexical equivalents (1. 20, 
102, 116, 126, 131) and syntactical features (1. 1-4, 128-129) that 
distinguish Th from OG, and they do indicate independence in approach. 
However, the extent of the verbal agreement accompanied by several 
distinctive agreements indicates that there is a closer textual 
relationship between OG and Th. 
It is not possible, however, to conclude that Th has revised the 
OG text. There are two reasons for this position. First, many of the 
lexical equivalents are expected (C1'=ia'CllJll; 'OU=rip; ~?,=lCaiQ); O"3=tllCG:N; 
::lm=IPua~) and are, therefore, insignificant. For the equivalents 
'lO=KPoalC~V£Q)/",~=1a'Cp£~Q), it is possible (but not necessary) that Th 
followed OG. Second, the consistent use of the attributive adj. ('Cll 
dlCOVl nj IP1Hrij) and phrases like ti~ 'Citv lCUPlVOV to;; K1>P~ 'Ci)v lCalop£V1lv is 
181OG,s choice of lCPWQ) in 3:10, 29(96) where MT has Cl1~ c"li are 
unique equivalents that link the translator of 3:21-30(97) to the previous 
chs. Presumably when the redactor spliced the deutero-canonical 
additions into 3:21-30(97), he had a translation of 3:21-30 from the same 
translator as ch. 3. On the other hand, the rendering of aG(CD for ::IT''vi 
in 3:28(95)=6:21(20), 28(27) is one link between the editor of the 
insertion and chs. 4-6. 
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decidedly unlike the OG that we have witnessed previously. Where are 
the prepositive genitives? Why is the part. in the attributive 
position? And why is OG so monotonous? Unfortunately, the paucity of 
textual witnesses for OG suggests that Th and OG are closer in this 
passage than they may have been originally. Given the decidedly 
formal--Theodotion like--correspondence between OG and MT and the 
accumulat ing evidence that Th has infi I trated 00,182 it is a 
reasonable hypothesis that some of these verbal agreements are the 
result of secondary influence of Th on OG. For example, the formal 
correspondence to MT in 1. 95-101, which includes the distinctive 
agreement of 5bvato~ in 1. 95, is likely the result of textual 
corruption. 
A closer examination of the statistics also reveals that OG 
influence on Th is minimal. Although there are numerous ways by which 
we could attempt to "count" the frequency with which Th retains 00 in 
3:11-20, if we count the number of individual lexemes in 00, including 
some of the omissions (which Th followed), then we get 264. If we 
count every lexeme in Th that reads with OG, no matter how 
insignificant, we get 174 or 66%. However, articles, pers. pro., 
prep., conj., and negatives account for 75 agreements and proper names 
number 27. That only leaves 72 agreements. As we have already noted, 
most of the these remaining agreements are themselves insignificant. 
The insignificance of common vocabulary for the determination of 
whether Th is a revision of OG will be demonstrated in the following 
section on 8:1-10. 
IV.4. Textual Criticism 
The omissions and additions against MT have been commented on 
already during the course of the analysis of TT. In summary, it may 
be that one or another minus or plus is based on a minus or plus In 
the respective Vorlagen of OG or Th, but there are no convincing 
grounds to emend MT. A few cases are noted below. 
181ve have uncovered only two places where Th influence on OG IS 
possible and neither is in 3:11-20. We can be reasonably certain that 
tv Quti) til IlpCJ in 5:5 stems from Th. It is also possible that the 
compound vb. t~ElCa-ue1) in 3:22 stems from Th. 
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1. 6, 74-The omission of Mn by Th (also 3:6) in these places IS 
difficult to explain except as OG influence (s. Lexicology). 
1. 33~ and Th both omit 1'M, but this is not so significant because 
Th also omits it in 1. 17 where OG has it and Th has occasional 
omissions. 
1. 67-The addition of tn IP~aij in OG could be based on an alternative 
Vorlage reading tt~i1,,183 but it also looks like harmonization with 
previous uses (omitted in Th, Peshitta and Vulgate). There are no 
grounds to emend Mr. 
1. 70, 92-93-These additions almost certainly reflect the ideology of 
the translator. The former only involves a slight emphasis on the 
consequences of not worshipping the image. The latter is a definite 
example of theological Tendenz because the translator adds a 
confession of monotheism where the meaning of MT is ambiguous. 
1. 86, lOS-It is possible that OG's pua\~£i in 1. 86 is based on M~~C 
in his Vorlage, which was omitted in MY (or added in OG's Vorlage) due 
to the preceding M~~O~. On the other hand, OG may have inserted 
paGl~£U as a means to introduce this important section of direct 
address. In a similar fashion, OG omitted M~~C in 1. 105 because he 
had retained it in 1. 102 and it would have been redundant to 
translate it again in 1. 105. There are no convincing grounds to 
emend Mi in ei ther case. 
1. 99~ has a definite tendency to shorten and omit elements, 
especially those that are frequently repeated. The omission of Mn1?' 
in 00 (cf. 1. 8, 76) fall s into this category. 184 
1. 119-The substitution of t~' UDtO~~ for the list of names is more 
likely another example of OG abbreviating the monotonous repetition of 
183 It is marked with the obelus in 88-Syh. 
184collins, Daniel, p. 177, emends based on OG (967). 
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MT in ch. 3 and IS not based on a Vorlage wi th li'1"a,11. 185 
185For the dramatic irony conveyed by the repetition of the lists In 
MY, see Meadowcroft, pp. 141-145. Collins, Deniei, p. 177 emends Mr. 
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v. Chapter 8:1-10 
Sharon Pace Jeansonne made extensive notes on this portion of 
text in her investigation of the 00 of Daniel. l86 For that reason, 
in this section our sole concern will be to evaluate her conclusion 
that Th is a recension of the 00. As in the previous sections, we 
will begin with an alignment of the texts and then follow that with a 
discussion of Th's relationship to the 00. In order to facilitate the 
discussion the readings will be divided exactly as Jeansonne did. The 
readings in Th that Jeansonne judged to retain 00 will be underlined 
while those she judged to be dependent upon 00 will be double-
underlined. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
8:1 Th 
'Bv bel tpit(&) 
t1); puaI1£i~ 
Ba1tuaap 
1:0V pualli &, 
lSpual, 
&tet) Bp6, Ite 
tym 
Auvl1)1 
pe1:U 
tttv ( oteeiaUv ) 
ItOl 
1:ttv (upxi)v) 
8:2 
( 
) 
leU\ jipt)v 
tv a01JCJOl, 
tll popel 
It 
186 Jeans., pp. 32-57. 
8:1 Mf 
8:2 
Vii':W nlm 
T - : • 
n'C':tO~ 
: -: 
~ 
- - :-
~ :I~-' 
liT" 
,~ iIC~ 
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- - T:· 
')..,~ 
i"It-ar1 
T: • -
,~ 
r1~ 
T· : -
l;T~ 
'i)~~ 
,r:'it~ 
, ~~j 
l"~ 
r1,'Z"1 T .-
~ 
C'~ T - : 
8: 1 00 
"BtOu, 'tpi'tou 
puad.eitoV1:~ 
Ba1'tuaap 
6puaiV 
iiv el&ov 
eym 
AUVl1l1 
peta 
to t5£iv 
pe 
tfav BPcDtllV 
8:2 
Kui et&ov 
ev t. bpapU1:l 
to\) tV1nrVlou pou 
epooO 6vt~ 
tv a01JCJOl, 
t1) Bbloe\ 
iln, 
tati v tV X epq 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
leal 
8:3 
leal 11pa 
'to~ 6.9a1110~ 110'0 
leal £C80v 
leal \80-0 
~ 
.!k 
tcn1)le~ 
npo 
'to;) O'OPa1 
leal a1rtj 
leEpata 
bqt1)1a 
leal to fv 
bqt1)1ot£pov 
to;) £t£po'O 
leal to tl'lf1)10v 
civ!8alv£v 
tn' to'latQ)v 
8:4 
d80v 
tOY leP10V 
le£pa'tiCov'ta 
leata 9cX1.uCJCJav 
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Jeansonne states that she has divided the text into 171 readings 
("judgeable units"). According to her findings, in 69 readings (40%) 
Th has retained OG, and in an additional 30 (18%), Th is dependent 
upon OG. On this basis she concludes, 
This sampling of readings confirms that 9' [Th] is indeed 
a recension of the OG since a total of 58% of the readings 
show the OG influence on 9'. In 72, or 42%, the 9' 
readings are distinct, revised in the interest of already 
well-known principles, that is, .gramma~icah7fidelity to M 
and standardization of word equ1valenc1es. 
There are two discrepancies between Jeansonne's statistics and 
the text above. First, it is not always clear from her notes and 
discussion what Th readings she considers to be dependent upon OG. 
Thus, there are only 28 readings that have been double underlined, and 
many of these are my guesses of what Jeansonne intends to represent Th 
dependence. Second, Jeansonne has omi t ted tOU oupuvou from 1. 168 of Th .1~· 
187 Jeans., p. 57. 
188Another misprint 1S i1N1N1 for i1N1N' 1n 1.30 (8:3). 
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As to Jeansonne's analysis of the relationship between Th and 
OG, many points can be disputed. In the following we will look at 
each verse individually and consider the following aspects of 
relationship: 1) cases where Jeansonne asserts Th retains OG; 2) cases 
where Jeansonne suggests that Th is dependent upon OG; 3) Evidence of 
Th independence. We will find that in many cases OG and Th exhibit 
verbal agreement, but the Greek translation equivalent is the SE for 
the whole LXX. We assume that the reader is knowledgeable of the 
really obvious agreements (eg. Opam=~', E~=iMM) in order to avoid 
generating endless (and rather pointless) statistics. 
Vs. 1 
Th retains OG (4x)-The equivalents in 1. 6, 7, 8 are obvious 
equivalents and are of no significance in determining whether Th is a 
revision. Jeansonne, p. 49, suggests that Th's retention of the 
spelling paltuaap in 1. 3 is good evidence that Th is a recension, 
because we would expect a more precise transliteration for ,~~~. 
Although Jeansonne's argument has some merit, one cannot build a 
case on the translation of proper names, especially when they would 
h .. d' h ft' . 189 be so prone to armonlzatlon unng t e course 0 ranSIIl1SSlon. 
This can not be classified as a distinctive agreement. 
Th dependent upon OG (5x)-In all S cases (1. 1, 2, 4, S, 10) Jeansonne 
marks these lines with a "b" to indicate that Th "alters the 
grammatical forms and style of the OG to mirror more closely its 
Vorlage. ,,190 If Jeansonne does intend to suggest that Th is 
dependent upon OG in these 5 cases, it is a surprising claim indeed. 
Th does exhibit a formal equivalence to MT, but that hardly requires 
that Th revised OG. Why should Th be dependent upon OG for such 
obvious equivalents as ~/£v, nlUi/fu\, vn"Ui/'q)i't~, n~"D"/'ti); pumA.d~, 
Ttrn/6pua\~, etc.? 
Independent Th readings (2x)-None of Th's translation in vs. 1, apart 
from the possible exception of Baltuaap, requires that Th had any 
189The same spelling IS found in 1:7, s. 1:1-10. 
190 Jeans., p. 33. 
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knowledge of 00. Th's independence is suggested by the reading in 1. 
9 where he renders the difficul t Hebrew with a part .191 and by the 
choice of 6px~v in 1. 11, but neither of these is particularly 
distinctive. 192 
Vs. 2 
Th retains 00 (2x)-Th shares the 00 reading in 1. 17 and 20. The 
first is for the city, Susa, and is therefore expected and 
insignificant. The second is more important because OG and Th not 
only have a verbal agreement (tGnv tv Imp,,), but also follow the same 
word order against MT "which is in the province of 
Elumaidi/Ailam. ,,193 However, as we saw in the last section, Th 
employs Io,p(X as a SE for rtl'-rD (9/9) .194 It is possible that Th is 
dependent upon oo's word order, but, with the exception of 8:2, rD'~ 
always appears as a construct when designating an area (2:48, 49; 3:1, 
12, 30[97]). In those cases Th has xmpa-X and this is the natural 
order of the Greek, so it would have been quite natural for Th to 
employ the reading that we have. The immediate differences between OG 
and Th in 1. 18, 19, 21 also militate against Th dependence. 
Th dependent upon 00 (3x)-The fact that Th has the same word order as 
OG in 1. 20-21 was discussed above. It is difficult to be certain, 
but Jeansonne appears to suggest that Th is dependent upon 00 for 1. 
16 and 24. 195 Once again, the conclusion is hardly warranted. Th, 
like 00, translates the Vorlage, and in the first instance he had to 
191For the use of the art icle to introduce a relat ive clause, see GKC 
§138k. 
192j1"nn occurs elsewhere in 9:21,23 where both 00 and Th employ 
t.pxit. Jeans., p. 49, states that Th "standardizes 6pxit tfirst' for 
mnn," but she does not note that 00 has the same reading in the other 
two places. 
193The double underl ine under AI1.ap is intended, albei t inadequately, 
to indicate that Jeans. suggests that Th is dependent on the OG word 
order. 
194 2:48 , 49; 3:1, 2, 3, 12, 30(97); 11:24. 
195 Jeans., p. 50, #14. 
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provide a tense appropriate to the context. 
Independent Tb readings (lx)-The transliterations in 1. 21 and 26, and 
the correct translations in 1. 18, 19, 23, and 25 only demonstrate 
that Th was more than capable of translating independently. However, 
any minus in Th against OG, especially one as large as 1. 12-15, has 
to be regarded as a distinctive disagreement. If Th were merely 
revising OG, then virtually every translation equivalent in OG that 
can be positively linked to MT should be represented in some way in 
Th. 
Vs. 3 
Th retains OG (8x)-There is definitely no significance for the SE 
OpCual=i'1Mi in 1. 30, tCP\~=.,'1t (8/8) in 1. 32,196 and tCEp~=l1' in 1. 38.197 
The verbal agreement of u.~A6~=nol in 1. 40, 42, 44 is more 
significant not only because these are the only places where ~ 
appears in Daniel, but also because of the forms in 1. 42 and 44. 
~~A6~ does not appear elsewhere in Th, but OG has it in 4:7(10) 
(misreading of It'l~?) and 9:15. This might suggest that since OG 
employs u.~A6~ elsewhere, then Th has borrowed from OG in 8:3. 
However, as a survey of HR reveals, although the adj. ~l IS 
translated sporadically by various equivalents in the LXX, the main 
equivalent is b\v~A6~.198 Therefore, we should not be surprised that 
Th employs ~~A6~ in 8:3. 
Likewise, if we consider the specific forms employed by OG and 
Th in 1. 42 and 44, there is nothing we would not expect to find if Th 
1967/ 8 occurrences of "'It are in 8:1-10. 8:3, 4, 6, 7(4), 20. 
197n:' 23x, but 4x it refers to a musical instrument (3:5, 7, 10, 
15). Otherwise tCq,~ is a SE in 00 (18/19) and Th (17/19). 00 and Th 
share an omission in 1. 39 which is probably secondary in MT and Th 
also omits once in 7:20. The remaining passages are 7:7, 8(4), 11, 
20, 21, 24; 8:3, 5, 6, 7, 8, 9, 20, 21. 
198For example, the adj. ~:ll is rendered by the singular 
equivalents t~\~ in I Sam. 16:7; pt1eCDp~ in Is. 5: 15; iuttpiMav~ in Ps. 
101(100):5; ~E90I~ in I Sam. 2:3. Otherwise the adj. ~ is rendered 
27x by u.~~6~ outside of Daniel from Genesis (eg. 7:17) to Ezek. (eg. 
40:2). 
268 
were translating independently. The comparative form in 1. 42 is 
expected for the comparative lQ. The substantive in 1. 44 is linked 
to the verbal agreement in the vbs. in 1. 45 as well as to the 
agreement of the substantives in 1. 41. The vb. ~~ in 1. 45 only 
occurs outside of 8:3 in 8:8 and 11:23. In all cases Th reads avupaive 
because it is the SE throughout the LXX.199 The substantive in 1. 41 
(Kai to tV for nnMin) , like that in 1. 44, is a formal equivalent for 
Mr. All of the vocabulary agreements shared by OG and Th are the SE 
that are found throughout the LXX, and in every case the texts exhibit 
formal equivalence to MT. It is unlikely that OG and Th could have 
such extensive agreement in 1. 40-45 independently, but Th dependence 
on OG cannot be assumed either. 
Th dependent upon 00 (3x)-If Jeansonne intended to identify 1. 33, 34, 
37 as dependent upon OG, we must question the basis for such a 
judgment. 200 There is nothing about OG's reading that is presupposed 
by Th, unless one has already prejudged that Th is revising. 
Independent Tb readings (Ox)-Throughout the verse Th merely exhibits 
formal equivalence to MT, and there is no Th reading that is a 
distinctive disagreement against OG. For example, Th employs various 
but appropriate equivalents for _~. 201 
Vs. 4 
Th retains 00 (9x)-7 of the 9 agreements are well established formal 
SE and do not require comment. The part. in 1. 49 from K&pat~~ (1-11) 
is a common reading, but Ktpat~~ is the SE (9/11) for ra~ in the 
199 1n 11:23 00 has evidently read the prep • .,~ because it 
translates with tKt. 
2DOWe should note that 4QDana and 4QDanb read ",.,l wi th 967, but 
that is not evidence that Th is revising 00. It only demonstrates 
that their Vorlagen were different. 
20 I A 1 so 1: 16 ; 2 : 35; 10 : 5; 11: 12, 14 • On 1 y in 1: 16 (ava\p~G» and 
11:12 (~~~av~) do 00 and Th have verbal agreement. 
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LXX. 202 Therefore, the lexical equivalence is of no consequence. It 
may be significant that both OG and Th employ a part., but it does 
correspond to MT. The other reading of possible significance is in 1. 
59. However, as in 1. 80 below, Th always renders the particle of 
negation with o'bJc + a 3p. form of dJ,Li. 203 
Th is dependent upon ex:; (4x)-In all 4 cases Th provides the expected 
formal equivalence to MT. For example, l~" occurs 4x in Mr and Th 
employs 9El~J,Lu 4/4. W4 Th even has a future for the imperfect vb. in 
MT in 1. 57 where the aorist (s. 00) would have been appropriate. 
Independent Th readings (lx)-Once again Th's translation exhibits 
formal correspondence to MT in this verse. The equivalence J,LeYcU,,,vQ):: 
,-0 (hi., also 1. 129, 152, 161) might be regarded as a distinctive 
disagreement because Th employs it as a SE (7/8), whereas 00 never 
makes this equivalence. In fact, 00 only employs J,L£yal9V& once in 
2: 48 for i1~". 205 
Vs. 5 
Th retains ex:; (13x)-Each of these verbal agreements is the expected SE 
202nl) also appears in Ex. 21: 28, 31 (2), 32; Dt. 33: 17; I Kings 
22:11; PSI 44(43):5; Ezek. 34:21; Dan. 11:40; II Chr. 18:10. nll is 
not translated once in Ex. 21:31 where it is redundant, but 00 and Th 
both have aUYK&put~& in 11:40 which is a distinctive agreement (HL in 
LXX! ). 
203S• 1:4; 8:27; 9:26; 10:21; 11:15, 16,45. Th usually has oiJK 
tatty. OG often renders similarly to Th, but omits in 1:4, has olHc in 
8:5, oM£~ ftv in 8:27 and o-uge" ftv in 10:21. 
20400 renders wi th a vb. again in 11: 3, whi Ie it has 9El~u in 
11: 16, 36. 
205oo ,s main equivalent is ",6& (8:4,10,25; 11:36,37). In 8:8, 
9 00 employs ICUttaxUD as a dynamic equivalent. 00 and Th share a 
distinctive agreement in 8:11 where both have P90J,LUI. 8:11-14 is 
similar to 9:24-27 in that the OG text is significantly different from 
Mr. The difference is that in 8:11-14 Th follows 00 very closely. 
For a detailed discussion and attempt to resolve the problem see, 
David, pp.357-380. Bogaert ("Relecture," pp. 207-210), also argues 
for an alternative Vorlage and, based on the TT elsewhere in 00 and 
Th, that conclusion is justified. 
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employed throughout the LXX. 206 r~civa pmov requires some comment, 
because O'Connell and Bodine suggest it is a kaige characteristic. 
f:l appears 4x in MT and in each case 00 and Th emp loy civil pUJov. 207 
This "characteristic" is nothing more than an expected Greek 
equivalent. 208 
Th is dependent upon 00 (3x)-The equivalents in 1. 79 and 82 were 
discussed previously under vss. 3 and 4 respectively. The part. of 
antQ is a formal equivalent for MT, and dnt~ is the SE for '~l 
throughout the LXX. See the discussion of 1. 101 under Independent Tb 
readings in vs. 7. 
Independent Tb readings (2x)-In the discussion of wisdom vocabulary In 
1:1-10 we saw that Th was following his own pattern of equivalents. 
That conclusion is supported by the 00 and Th renderings for the vb. 
f:l (usually hi.) in 1. 68. Th employs (J1)vil1Pt as a SE (16/22), while 
00 prefers &tavo£opext (11/22).209 In 1. 74 Th employs 4'", (m... in 
Daniel) for:l~ (m... in Daniel), whereas 00 exhibits lexical levelling 
by choosing the same equivalent (&1)(Jp~) that he did in vs. 4 for 
itO,.210 
206The only except ion to this statement is tpayOt;="'ttS "he-goat," 
because tpayot; is not employed for the only other occurrences of "'~3 
in II Chr. 29:21; Ezra 8:5. However, tpayOt; is the exact equivalent 
and the choice is also determined by the fact that "'~3 is collocated 
wi th r, whose SE is ex1;. 
2078: 5, 6, 21; 11: 45. 
208See also Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 301-302; Gentry, p. 407. 
209 1:4,17; 8:5,16,17,23,27; 9:2, 22, 23(2); 10:1,11,12,14; 
11:30, 33, 37(2); 12:8, 10(2). Th has (J1)VEt(e in 8:16; 9:22; 10:14, 
tVVO£Q once in 9:23 (s. 00 in 11:33) as a stylistic variant and his use 
of &tavo£opext is in 1: 4. In 10: 1 Th omi ts by homoioarc. 00 has crivt(J\~ 
in 1: 1 7, npovo£Q 11: 37 ( 2), Un~£ilCVQ in 10: 14, (J1)V\ l1P t in 11: 14 ( wit h 
Th! ), KPoatx~ in 12: 10, and (Jo.~ in 1: 4. In three cases 00 has 
textual differences: omission in 8: 16 and 9:23; npoai)49Ev (reading It:l',) 
In 9:22. 
21°00 a I so has &1>CJP~ in 6: 15 ( 14) where M!'=O. 
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Vs. 6 
Th retains OG (4x)-The readings in 1. 87, 92, 96, 97 are expected 
equivalents. For example, f1' in 1. 96 is a HL in Daniel, but the SE 
(57/64) throughout the LXX is tptx(O (the common aor. forms are from 
.[6p<II1(&) ) • 
Th dependent upon OG (3x)-The equivalence in 1. 89 is obvious and has 
been discussed above. Similarly, the lexical equivalence in 1. 93 and 
the pf. part. is expected. 211 
The reading in 1. 90 appears to be a distinctive agreement 
because of the use of the part. from tI(&). Th employs tI(&) 8x and In 5 
cases he shares a reading wi th 00. 212 There are two simi lar read ings 
to 1. 90 in 8:17, 20. In 8:17a there is exact verbal agreement 
between 00 and Th, but the use of tX(&) for ~3M is a fairly common 
practice in the LXX. 213 Mf also has l'lit''' ~l1::l in 8:20, which 00 
renders with the same equivalent as 1. 90; whereas Th has b £I(&)V ta 
K~ata. Mont., p. 332 notes that the syntagm C'~l~ ~ appears In 
Ecc. 10: 20 and Rahl f' s text reads b £I(&)V tci~ 1n£p\)y~ as the 
translation. The fact that Th follows Ecc. 10:20 (s. also the 
apparatus for 7:13[12]) in 8:20 is evidence that he has independent 
knowledge of how to translate l'l'i'i1 ~11:l. Therefore, Th's agreement 
with 00 in 1. 90 IS surprising. It may be that Th has borrowed from 
OG in 1. 90, but the independent translation in 8:20 suggests that the 
agreement is due to textual corruption. 
Independent Th readings (lx)-It was noted in the discussion of 3:11-20 
that bpJlij (1-11) for non in Th 1. 98 is distinctive.214 It is an 
excellent idiomatic rendering "in mig hty fury." 
211Th employs the pf .part. of 1GtTUU 7x in Daniel and only on one 
occasion do 00 and Th have a common form, 12:1. The other passages 
are 2:31; 7:16; 8:3; 10:16; 11:16. 
212Th has eI(&) in 3:15,16; 4:8; 8:6,17,20; 10:4, 16. Recall 
from the previous section that these is no way to determine the 
direction of dependence in 3:15, 16. 
213 See , for example, Neh. 2:6,3:23; Mic. 1:11; Ezek. 1:15, It). 
214 S. also Ezek. 3:14 for the same equivalence. 
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Vs. 7 
Th retains OG (llx)-The equivalents in 1. 100, 109, 111 
,113-115, 119, 
121, 122, and 124 exhibit formal correspondence to MT using the 
standard equivalents employed in the LXX. The equivalence 
ouv'tpiPfA>='~fD is also the SE for the LXX. Th has it 8/8 whereas ex; 
employs it 5/8. 215 
Th dependent upon OG (2x)-Both 1. 103 and 116 are expected 
equivalents. 
Independent Th readings (5x)-The normal SE for ~J) is an 't fA> , but Th has 
t9avfA> in 1. 101. Th makes the same equivalence in 12:12, and these 
must be regarded as distinctive because OG does not employ ,eavfA> at 
al1. 216 In the discussion of vocabulary for wrath/anger in 3:11-20 we 
noted that i;ayplaiv~ in 1. 104 is a HL in the LXX, and this also must 
be regarded as a distinctive disagreement. The reading in 1. 106 
should also be considered a distinctive disagreement. This is the 
only occurrence of ~~) in MT and the equivalents chosen by OG 
(na'taoG~) and Th (nai~, HL) are both employed as SE in the LXX. 
However, nai~ is found only 26x compared with na'tOaG~, which appears 
about 400x. If Th were revising OG we would expect him to have 
retained na'tOaGQ). The fourth distinctive Th reading is in 1. 110 where 
Th renders 'nfD more dynamically with ~~6't£pa, as opposed to OG, which 
has the formal equivalent 8Uo. The same difference in equivalents IS 
found in 11:27 (OG never has ~~~£po~). Finally, Th's choice of 
oUJinattCll (6-11, never in <Xi) for COi "tramp 1 e" 2/2 in 1. 120 and 1. 
171 should also be considered distinctive because Th has obviously 
2158 : 7,8,22,25; 11:4,20,22,26. OG has the dynamic rendering 
CtJtOSiSCll" I in 8:25; a textual problem in 11:22; and anOG'tp~Cll (reading 
'11~'~' 3s.impf. + 3m.s.pro.suf. from :::l'fD) in 11:26. 
21~Jl appears in 8:5,7,18; 9:21; 10:10, 16, 18; 12:12. OG has 
JtPOOCryCll in 8: 7; 9: 21 and Guvan'tCA> (Guvay~? ) in 12: 12. Ot he r than the 
mentioned differences both <Xi and Th have ant~. 
Th also employs ~eavCA> as a SE (8/8) for MnO. S. 4:8( 11), 
17(20), 19(22), 21(24), 25(28); 6:25(24); 7:13, 22. 
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employed his own vncabulary.217 
Vs. 8 
Th retains OG (9x)-All 9 equivalents correspond to MT and usual USd)2l' 
in the LXX, and most have already been discussed previously. Two of 
the equivalents that have not been mentioned are in 1. 131 and 136. 
~O appears only in I. 131 and 11:25, and in both cases OG and Th read 
a~oopa (syflR). ",J appears 15x and Th renders with J,ltya~ 
(13/15).218 In two instances he employs Jtolilc; (11:28, 44), which IS 
reserved primari ly for K'W in chs. 2-7 (11/12)219 and ~j in the 
Hebrew sections. 
Th dependent upon OG (2x)-The reading in 1. 135 is expected. Both OG 
and Th read a plus, Ktpata in I. 139. It is most 1 ike ly t ha t CXJ and 
Th had C'l-" in their Vorlage. 220 
Independent Th readings (2x)-It is possible that we should consider 
the reading in 1. 133 as distinctive. This is suggested not so much by 
this particular reading, as Th merely gives a formal equivalent, but by 
Th's translation of en» in Daniel. In 8:24 Th has Kpata\~ where CXJ 
employs a dynamic equivalent, and in 11:23 Th employs 
217The equivalence <1uJ,lJtattG>=COi is made earlier In 2 Kings 7:17, 
20; 9:33; 14:9; Nah. 3:14. Th also has <1uJ,lJtattG> in 7:7, 19 (C~i); 
7 : 23 ( fltn); 8: 13 ( COiD ) • 
2188 : 8 ,21; 9:4,12; 10:1,4,7,8; 11:2, 13,25(2),28,44; 12:1. 
CXJ has {<1IUP~ in 10:1,7; 11:25,44; Jtol.h; in 11:13,25, 28; ~ty~ 
elsewhere. 
219 2 : 6 , 12, 48; 4: 7 ( 10), 9 ( 12), 18 ( 21 ); 5: 9 ; 6: 15 ( 14), 24 ( 23 ) ; 
7:5, 28. Both OG and Th omit in 2:31. 
220eL Jeans., p. 54, who states that either "horn" was in the 
Vorlage or it "could represent an expansion in the OG retained 
inadvertently bye'." This statement is typical of Jeansonne's 
analysis in that she has assumed that Th is a recension without 
subjecting the agreements to careful examination. 
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b7tepl<11UCU where CXJ has ialupo~. The reading in 1. 129 IS also a 
possible distinctive disagreement (s. the discussion In 8:4). IeCXl £V 
in 1. 132 is not mentioned as a distinctive reading because Th has 
probably read ~, for ~,. Therefore, Th was just producing a formal 
equivalent for what he read in the Vorlage. 
Vs. 9 
Th retains OG (5x)-Th exhibits the expected formal correspondence to 
m' in aIlS cases (1. 144, 146, 147, 149, 158). 
Th dependent upon OG (2x)-The reading tV for nnM IS expected. 
However, as Jeansonne (p. 55) points out, CXJ and Th appear to be 
translating a form of trot1' "mighty" in 1. 151 for i'n'it..s "strong." 
This reading is probably a distinctive agreement, though it is 
possible that OG and Th reflect a textual variant. The reading of the 
Greek versions does make sense in the context. If it is a distinctive 
agreement, there is no way to determine the direction of dependence. 
Independent Th readings (3x)-oG provides a dynamic equivalent for in' 
in 1. 153. Th's use of the adv. correctly interprets the adv. use of 
m'. K~laa~ in Th should also be considered distinctive. Th has 
Jttp\(Ja~ 4_7222 in the LXX, and it is not found in 00. The meaning of 
Mr in 1.160 appears to be "beautiful land. ,,223 The text ('~) 
presented problems for both OG and Th. OG reads ~oppav as if MT had 
222 A 1 so 7: 7 ( 2 ), 1 9 . 
223S. Mont., p. 339 for discussion. 
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nl~3 (s. 1. 51). The reading may have been unintentional, but OG was 
probably puzzled by MT and assumed a scribal error had been committed. 
For this reason, he seems to have guessed that another direction was 
intended. Th reads M~3~ (s. 1. 163), but it should be considered a 
distinctive reading because he has also omitted 1. 156-157. 224 If Th 
were following OG, there would not have been so great a divergence. 
The reading in 1. 152 is possibly distinctive (s. 8:4). 
Vs. 10 
Th dependent upon OG (5x)-AII five readings are expected equivalents 
for MT (1. 162, 164, 166, 167, 169). 
Independent T.h readings (3x)-Th's choice of a9~Kattm In 1. 171 has 
already been discussed in vs. 7. OG identifies M~ with the "heavenly 
host" in 1. 163, 168, whereas Th renders with iwcqn,. Although OG and 
Th have a shared reading in 8: 11 (i4>I\atpatt)y~=M~3~"il), OG seems to 
offer guesses also in 8:13 and 10:1 (£pt)~Om, K1~9~ confusion from 
Aramaic R~3). Except for 8:11 Th translates consistently with 
5i:N~l,.225 The reading in 1. 161 is possibly distinctive as well (s. 
8:4). The addition of tou oupavou in 1. 168 is probably based on an 
alternative Vorlage, so it would not count as a distinctive 
disagreement. 
V. 2 • Summary 
An analysis of the texts of OG and Th in 8:1-10 reveals how 
important it is to be precise in the choice of terminology. Jeansonne 
asserts that there are 69 readings where Th retains OG and 30 readings 
where Th is dependent upon OG. Neither of these statistics can be 
considered accurate. The fact that OG and Th have 69 common readings 
does not oblige us to conclude that Th has "retained" OG. SUch an 
assessment requires that a significant number of distinctive 
agreements exist between the two texts and that there is evidence to 
224That Th is translating independently is supported by the other 
three occurrences of ,~ in Mr. Th transliterates in 11:16, 41, 45 
whereas OG omits in 11:41 and has 9£lt)al' in 11:16, 45. 
2250G and Th omi t in 8: 12. 
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prove the direction of borrowing. Such evidence is wanting In 8:1-10. 
There are only three probable distinctive agreements (ial\)p~="1'~ 1. 
151; 1. 39-44; tou ta Kepata £lOvtO~ 1. 90) in the reconstructed texts 
of 8:1-10. As to the 30 dependent readings, it is hard to know what 
30 Jeansonne believes are dependent upon OG, because dependence 
assumes that Th somehow had to rely upon OG for his choice of 
equivalents. In order to hold such a view we would have to assume 
that Th was incompetent to translate without reference to OG. As we 
have seen throughout this passage, indeed In all the passages we have 
examined, Th was more than competent as a translator. Th adopted a 
method of formal equivalence in his translation and was quite 
consistent in his choice of equivalents. Where available, Th normally 
chose those equivalents that were employed as SE in the other books of 
the LXX. Therefore, without strong distinctive agreements and proof 
of the direction of borrowing, there is no statistical significance 
when OG and Th agree in the translation of common vocabulary. Besides 
the three agreements mentioned above, there are only three other 
possible distinctive agreements in 8:1-10 (paA.taaap 1. 3; ta'ttv tv lCUPQ 
1. 20; Kal OUK ~v 1. 59). We have already seen that these three are 
all exceedingly weak as evidence that Th has borrowed from OG. 
Let us examine the first three agreements agaIn. The best 
evidence for Th dependence on 00 is (al\)p~="1'3 in 1. 151. As 
Jeansonne states, it is possible that OG and Th had C'~1' in their 
Vorlage, but her other suggestion that "it is possible that the concern 
of 9' with word order in this case caused the translator not to notice 
the sense" is gratuitous. 226 Th does not follow OG when OG does not 
know Mr. This has been evident throughout our investigation and is 
demonstrated by the omission of r"rn in 1. 84, 138; the 
transliterations in 1. 21, 95; and the attempt to translate '~3 in 1. 
160. If 0'31' was not in their Vorlagen, then it is more probable that 
one text is corrupt. There also seems to be a relationship betweeen 
OG and Th In 1. 40-45 and 1. 90, but in neither case is it certain. 
Regarding 1. 90 we have seen that Th follows the form of Ecc. 10:20 In 
8:20. Therefore, the fact that Th agrees with OG in 1. 90 could 
indicate that Th has been corrected toward OG. Finally, there is 
22b 55 Jeans., p. . 
")77 
.... ' , 
extensive agreement in 1. 40-45, but it is agreement that exhibits 
formal correspondence to Mr. In conclusion, there are three 
distinctive agreements between OG and Th, but in no case is it certain 
that Th actually borrows from OG. 
On the other hand, the evidence that Th is translating 
independently is strong. Not only does Th offer a literal translation 
of MT, but we have found 11 cases of distinctive disagreements in Th 
(1. 12-15,68,74,98,101,104,106,110,120/171,153, 160, 163/168) 
along with another 4 possible distinctive readings (1. 9, 11, 
65/129/152/161, 133). These distinctive readings are not merely cases 
where Th does not agree with OG. They underscore instances where Th 
employs translations that have no connection with OG. At the same 
time, these distinctive readings are part of Th's well-established 
pattern of formal correspondence to Mr. 
In conclusion, there is only one possible conclusion. There IS 
no sense in which we can refer to Th as a revision of OG in this 
passage. In fact, there is virtually no evidence in 8:1-10 that Th 
had knowledge of OG at the time of translation. Given the paucity of 
textual witnesses to OG it is possible (probable?) that In some of the 
cases where OG and Th have verbal agreement Th readings have actually 
displaced the OG. However, we do not have evidence to prove this last 
suggestion. 
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VI. Daniel 12:1-13 
The OG text of ch. 12 is unlike the sections that we have 
considered previously because it has more textual differences, 
particularly additions, when compared to Mr. These textual 
differences will be discussed initially under the rubric of Syntax. 
1 
2 
3 
4 
5 
6 
7 
8 
9 
10 
11 
12 
13 
14 
15 
16 
17 
18 
19 
20 
21 
22 
23 
24 
25 
26 
27 
28 
29 
12:1 Th 
lCui tv t~ l;cUl" 
£lCttVfP 
UvUGtflGttUI MIIU'l4 
b L (apl(&)v) b tlty~ 
b £Gt1)1C~ 
tni to"~ 1)\0'ix; 
to;; 4UO;; GO'O 
lCui £GtUI 
l;cUIP~ 94i"'t(&)~ 
Sola 0,) yiyovev 
at' 0-0 yeyiv1)tUI 
£9vo~ 
£~ 
to;; L,cUlPO;; £lCetV01) 
lCui tV tcf 
l;cUIP~ ElCei vfP 
LG8191pttUI 
b 4U~ (01) 
nil; 6 L(_ -) 
ytyputltl£VO~ 
£v ttl Pip1fl) 
12:2 
lCui n04Aoi 
-taw L,ca9t'O&ovtCDV 
tv y1'); L(Zoltlan ) 
Lt~tytp9ilGovtal 
OirrOI d~ tfDi)V 
utmov 
lCui O-otOI 
d~ bvtl5lCJtl0V 
12:1 
.'i)ij 
~'Q~~ 
.,i, 3i1 ;,;, 
T - --
~ 
- T 
~ 
:1 ~ laD~i'I-~ 
.,. T: ~ - .., 
12:2 
C'~j! 
,~,~ 
~-m-I. 
T'I' - : -
U'i?~ 
, ~7 i'I~ 
ca,il' 
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T 
"~' ni~i'1" 
'" -: -
12:1 00 
lCai lCata tilv L,pav 
£lCtiv'lv 
LnupUtUGttUI Mlla1}l 
6 &yyuo~ 6 tlty~ 
6 tCJt'llC~ 
tni to"~ 'O\O~ 
to;; 1.ao;' GO'O 
SLtlCtlV'l 
it Littl£PU 91.I'VtCD~ 
Soia OUIC tyt~9'l 
at' oi tytv~9~avN 
l~ 
tii~ Littltp~ b:£iv'l~ 
leui tv £lC£tVll 
rij L ittltpq 
L-o'V819~CJttUI 
S,ui~ 6 1.a.bf"M 
a~ &v ript91j 
tyytYPUJ1tlivo~ 
tv tcf Plpl,ifp 
12:2 
lCui no1.10i 
tiv LlCu8~OvtG)v 
tv t~ L.1m£1 t1'); Y'l~ 
LaVUGti)GOvtUI 
Soi tltV t~ t.,i)v 
alGwIOV 
oi 5£ 
d~ LOVtl5lGtlOV 
30 
31 
32 
33 
34 
35 
36 
37 
38 
39 
40 
41 
42 
43 
44 
45 
46 
47 
48 
49 
50 
51 
52 
53 
54 
55 
56 
57 
58 
59 
60 
61 
62 
"ui d ~ U\ aziJvl1v 
uWVlOV 
12:3 
"ui oi La"v\Mt~ 
L( KA.iIp",01)(J1V 
~ it 1.UPKpOtl1~) 
toi LattptfDpUt~ 
"ui MaKO tciv 51"uiOlV 
tOw no1.1.Q)v 
~ 0\ aatEpt~ 
t~ tO~ ut cDV~ 
"ui L(ltl) 
12:4 
"ui a1> AUVll11. 
Le"tpu;ov 
tO~ ~Oyo~ 
"ui LatpuYlaov 
to ~l~1.iov 
e~ ~ulpoil 
LCJ1)vtt1.tiac; 
e~ L(515uX8mcnv) 
no1.A.oi 
"ui LKA.118"v8ij 
it LYVcDal~ 
12:5 
"ui tl50v tyo} Aavtl11. 
"ui t501> 
500 «tpOl 
LdatipctlaUV 
t~ (StVtti9tv) 
toi XtiA.O~ 
toi notupoD 
Kui t(~ (tvtti8tv) 
toi xtiA.o~ 
toi notupo;; 
12:6 
12:3 
12:4 
12:5 
C'''J, 
~'"r1T~ 
~t~ 
'-'?''' 
'?-'~~ 
C'~'" • - T 
c'~i:D 
• T -
c"i'-' T : 
"11" 
.,. T 
'='t ~~, I U~~, 
~ 
C'-a'm 
.. T: -
troj 
~ 
n!?-~ 
T?-
~~ 
C"~j 
~~, 
rtv-1j1 
- T -
M~~1 '~~ "n'~" 
i1~;:t , 
12:6 
C'i'It C'lr1 
. - -: .. - : 
C'~ 
i13i1 TIt 
T - .,. -: 
"~ij 
i131"1 ..".., 
'I' - ,. -: : 
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oi 5e t~ L5lUG1lOpc:lv 
["ui LuiaxiMtv] uieV\ov 
12:3 
"ui oi LCJ1)v\M~ 
Ltuvo;;mv 
cb~ 0\ L.~ 
toi Loupuvoi 
S"ui oi "utiaxovtt~ 
toil~ A.Oyo~ ,,0"· 
.bati ta limpu 
+ Stoi oupavoi 
d~ tOY utivu 
toi aicDvo~ 
12:4 
"ui a1l AUVl1)l. 
L"UA.,,'Vov 
ta LnpomuYllata 
"ai LatpuYlaov 
to ~l~A.iov 
f~ L"Ulpoil 
LCJ1)vtuti ~ 
~~ &v Lcinopuvicnv 
noA.A.o\ 
"ai LKA.l1a8ii 
+it Yl1+ Lci5\"i~ 
12:5 
"ui d50v toy. Auv\ 'lA. 
"ai t50u 
51>0 ettpol 
Ldat.ttauv 
tf~ Slv8tv 
t01) KO'CUP01) 
Kui d~ lv8ev 
12:6 
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64 
65 
66 
67 
68 
69 
70 
71 
72 
73 
74 
75 
76 
77 
78 
79 
80 
81 
82 
83 
84 
lCui d' JI£V t, itv6pi 
t' LtvW"piv, 
til L(~uM\V) 
S~ flv tJlUVQ) 
toi i)&UtO~ 
toi Jlotupo1i 
"E~ JlOt£ to LJlepu~ 
+Saw d01)lCU(. 
tiw L (9u" .... ua\mv ) 
12:7 
lCui ~lCo1)O'U 
toi it v&po~ 
toi Ltv&£&"pivo" 
til L(~u&&\V) 
S~ flv tJluvQ) 
toi i)&Ut~ 
ft _ 
to" JlotuP01) 
lCui Li)lIfmc:r£v 
tilv &t;uiv u;,toi 
lCui tqv Uplattpuv 
85 uMoi 
86 
87 
88 
89 
90 
91 
92 
93 
94 
95 
96 
97 
d~ tOY O-DpUVOV 
lCui 0\ poa£v 
tv t4} tivtl 
tOY uiivu 
6n 
B~ lCUlpOv lCUlpiv 
lCui iiIll(1) +SlCUlpoii 
S tv t4} CJ1>vtd.£a9i!vul 
&lualCopJllapOv 
( yvmaOVtUl 
- -) 
1UWtU tuutu 
12:8 
12:7 
1i~7 
c' :QJj 
~~ 
'0"07 
;e~u 
T2 '~-~ 
n;~ 
T: -
m:Rr.iM, 
-: -:,. 
1i'tt'1-nc 
. ,. 
1i~7 
C'b:~ 
~~ 
'0'07 
"'~u 
; l"Q~ 
i'~" 
V-Bi' , 
- '1''' -
'tq1 
cr,ism ,. ,. 
,~ 
C'~iD -r1'i~ 
12:8 
. -: -:
'3'1' . - ,. 
ni~~ 
- : 
~~ 
v1J?-C!1-"~ 
i1l'~ 
'I' -::. 
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lCui NdJlu St, evl 
- L A.A t~ Ktpl.-..1.llpiVf) 
to: LPwmvu 
St, EKUvtl 
S 
SnOt£ oiv L(11)vtt1.£la 
+S,v dPlllC~ POl 
tciv L9(1)puCJta,v 
+SlCui 6 lCu9uplCJPQ; 
+to,;,tCDV 
12:7 
lCui ~lC01)CJU 
Stoi LKtplPtP1.llptv01) 
to: L~iKJmvu 
S a~ flv tJluvQ) 
toi ;'&UtO~ 
toi JlotClpoi 
+S"EQ)~ lCUlpo;) CJ1)vt£1.£~ 
lCui L;''VQ)(f£ 
tqv &t;lUJ 
lCui tqv taplCJttpUvM 
d ~ tOY oilpavov 
lCui L,poa£ 
tOY tivtu 
d~ tOY uiivu +S9£ov 
6n 
d ~ lCUlPOV lCui lCUlPO~ 
lCui ""PlCJU +SlCUlpoi 
S1) CJ1>vti1.£lU l£lpiv 
it.£a£~ 
1.UO;) uyio1) 
lCui CJ1>vt£1.£a9 ~a£tUl 
Jlma tauta 
12:8 
98 )Cal t:ym 1\)Coooa 
99 )Cal 0,) La'Ovl1)Ca 
100 
101 )Cal ei' xa K 9ple 
102 ti ta iaxa'ta 
103 tOi7rCDV 
104 
105 
12:9 
106 )Cal ei' Kev 
107 L(Ae.q,o) AUVll11. 
108 Sbn Ltl1xetpaYI1£vOl 
109 teal LtatpaYlalli VOl 
110 0\ L1.6yOl 
111 E~ ~alpoi 
112 Kfp~ 
113 
114 
115 
116 
117 
118 
119 
120 
121 
122 
12:10 
tdeYQ)alJA 
teal L ( £te1.£tl)Cuv9olal v) 
teal LK'OpQ)9olalV 
Ko1.1.oi 
)Cal L ( a VOI1 ipmal V 
Llxvo1101) 
teai 0,) L(f1)VitaOW1V 
L _ _ ( lxv0JiOl ) 
teUl oi L(voitI10V£~) 
L(f1)v1)aotld'\ v 
12:11 
123 )Cai a KO ~atpoi 
124 L (KClpa1.1.~eQ)~ II) 
125 toi (tv5£1.eIlaI10~) 
126 
127 )Cal 1150911Gttal 
128 J)5u1J'Ylla 
129 to1)PQ)at~ 
130 itl1fpal li1.1al 
131 5uIlCOalal tV£V11teOvta 
12:9 
12: 10 
12:11 
,~ 'lit' 
-:-y --:-
l'~ ~, 
n',,~ 
• -: - T 
n~ 
'-t~~1 i7 
c'rrc-':;) 
.. ,,: 
C'-c"m 
.. T: -
~l~~~ ! 
m-s', : .,. .. : 
C'~j 
~'"! 
c'mrn 
.. T: 
~l'::1' 10' 
.. y : 
c'27It"r~ 
..... : T 
C'''J! 
~l '::1' 
• or 
r~ 
~ 
,,~ C'Q~ 
C'm"I' C'r'IeD 
• : .: .. - T 
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)Cui eyeD ftlCoooa 
)Cai 0,) L51evo1)el1v 
+SXClp' UUtov 'tov )CalpOv 
)Cai dau K -ople 
ti~ it Ll. iJCJt~ 
toi Ll.OyO'O to-oto'O 
+ [Steui n 
+ai Kap~o1.ai ainal] 
12:9 
teai dx£v +MI101 
L'AK",pq£ Auvll11. 
S 6n L)Ca'tCllCtlCal.1)III1f:va 
teai LtCJtpaYlallivu 
'teX L.pomc:lyl1uta 
f~ &v S_ -
L __ 
LKetpaa9cDalv )Cul 
Laytaa9cicnv 
Ko1.1.oi 
12: 10 )Cai LtqaUptQ)(fl v 
oi LtqaaptCD1.oi 
lCai 0,) l1it L51uvo119iat 
Kavt~ 0\ tqaClp'tCD1.oi 
)Cai oi L51uvooilpevol 
Lapoai;o1)(Jlv 
12:11 
Sat' Lot> av 
LaKoma9ij 
it 9\lC1ia [L51U Kavt~] 
+ S)Cai t'tolllaa9'ij 
N50ellval 
to Sp5e 1.1J'YI1a 
ni~ tpl1l1cDat~ 
1y1i~ Il1.i~ 
51CllC0C7i~ tvtvll)CoV'ta 
12:12 
132 pUlCap\~ 6 L-onop£VCDV 
133 lCfll L ( tau a",) 
134 £~ llPip", 111.~ 
135 "P1UlCoai", 
136 tplillCOvtfl ntvt£ 
12:13 
137 lCfll at, L (5£ipo ) - -
138 
139 
140 
141 
142 
143 Kfli Lciv(lRflOO1) 
144 Kfll LcivflmttO'll 
145 d~ tOY Lx:1.ijpov 0'01) 
146 £~ LG1»vtU£ulV 
147 flP£PcDV 
VI.1. Analysis of 12:1-13 
VI.1.i. MOrPhology 
12:12 12: 12 
n21Ci 
" -~ J1UlCcipl~ b LtpJltV6)V -:- -: -
3?" ~~ , 6n LG1»Va.£l 
~ 0"Q~7 iu&i~ 111.i", 
niMQ rI:vi tpUIlCOtri '" 
7'IZb'1, 0" rt:v; 
T" -: - ..: tPUXlCOvtfl atvt£ 
12:13 12:13 
Tf.?7 ~~, Kfli at, LPir51aov -
+Scia&eo1) 
+fn yap dalv 
+llpipal Kfli &pal 
+d~ LcivCl1t1.~tv 
+G1»vt£l.£i '" 
ljun, 
,. : Kfli L~flnfli»all 
-,m,n, lCfli ~flanlall 
-: - 'I i7 . ., : '?l : tni tilv L50;mv (01) 
TP-7 d ~ LO'1)Vt£1.£lmv 
l"Q !7' flPEpfDV 
1. 11-oG has a 3.pl. vb., which could mean that he understood ,,~ (1. 
12) as a reference to gentile nations, not Israel. Thus we would 
translate, "that time of affliction unlike any other (lit. such has 
not been) since they (i.e. the nations) came into existence." 
Alternatively, OG may have intended the pl. sub. as an implicit 
comparison with previous periods of affliction in Israel's past. In 
this case we would translate "that time of affliction unlike any other 
since they (Le. our times of affliction) began." The latter option 
is the plainest reading of the OG. It is also possible that the 
translator was working along on the text and assumed that the 
comparison was intended in MT; therefore, OG may have employed the pl. 
form before he realized that the grammatical sub. was ,,~.227 
In any case, OG's change of subject required the omission of ,~. 
227We encountered a similar situation in 2:7. 
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1. 18, 83, 84-00 omits translating the pro. suf. as unnecessary (cf. 
1. 106. 
1. 36-Th reads the C as the prep. ('~1~Q) rather than a hi. part. 
1. 37, 106-oG occasionally adds per. pro. against MT and Th. 
1. 63-00 employs the first person "1 said" from vs. 5 for "one said" 
in MI'. Th has a formal equivalent to MT. 
1. 113, 114, 115, 117-Mont., p. 478, states that Th has retained the 
subj. mood in these vbs. from OG. If this is the case, it would be 
the only sign of dependence in this verse. Furthermore, the impv. in 
1. 107 followed by the causal 6t\ in 1. 108 (s. Syntax) makes a purpose 
clause, hence the subj. mood, perfectly explicable. 
1. 124-Th transforms the vb. into a noun. He may have read "cn n-,cn 
(gen. cons. from nne). 
1. 127-Th employs a finite vb. rather than an infinitive. OG employs 
the pass.inf. in order to accommodate the change he has made in the 
syntax (s. Syntax, 1. 126). 
VI. 1. i i. Syntax 
1. 8-It seems OG has read n,n M'nn for", nn'n,. The demonstrative 
adj. creates an asyndetic clause where MT has parataxis. 
1. lO-ll-OG and Th follow MT quite closely and translate the sense of 
the syntax, but the common reading of the adj. ola "such as" makes it 
appear that one is dependent on the other. However, OG and Th also 
employ ow~ for ~~ in 9:12 to give a good idiomatic rendering, and 
there is little reason to suspect dependence in that verse. 
1. 18-19-OG transposes ,,~ before Au6~ "the whole people." In order to 
ensure that the statement "the whole people will be raised" is not 
mistaken for universalism, OG clarifies with the rendering &; &v t~pe9~ 
"whomever is found" for M3Cln. 
I. 26-30-0G renders the repetition of ~M in 1. 26, 28 idiomatically 
with the art. + ~~/6i/6£ while Th corresponds to Mr. OG's add. of the 
second 6£ makes three groups to be raised whereas MT has two. It is 
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possible that n'~~ was an early explanatory gloss on 1,~,2U but 
the versions support its inclusion. Th adds Kai in 1. 30 to smooth 
the syntax. 
1. 36-37-According to Mont., p. 473, 00 has translated ~:l-ri'1 'i"'3D' as 
if it were '.,:l, 'P'Tm. This judgment is based on accepting the 
reading of 88-Syh and 967 (KatlC7Xilovt~) as 00. Zieg. reads the part. 
from KatiaxCD instead, and the cj. does make sense. To read "those who 
keep my words" is more in keeping with the context than "those who 
overpower my words." The problem with the cj. is that there is no 
equivalent that can be retroverted from Katiaxovtt~ that is similar to 
'?'t3C,. 00 has to represent some type of dynamic equivalent or a 
contextual guess for a text that gave 00 problems. For example, OG 
could be a dynamic equivalent for a text that he read as C':l~ ,?,'3' 
"the righteous of the many." 
1. 39-QG adds 1.39 in harmonization with 1.35, though it could be.a 
scribal add. 
1. 57-QG and Th employ equivalent expressions for the idiom "one on 
this side of the river and one on that side of the river." These are 
the only occurrences of ev8tv/tvtti)gev in Daniel. The fact that Th 
employs a different adv. from OG suggests Th is an independent 
translation because there would be no reason for Th to switch 
equivalents deliberately. OG abbreviates the translation of 1. 57-62, 
but the same sense is transmitted (s. Text-critical). 
1. 63, 75-ln both cases 00 has a more idiomatic rendering than Th who 
employs a formal equivalent av6pl + part. OG omits R1'w" as redundant 
in 1. 75. 
1. 66, 78-Th employs the same formal rendering for the relative clause 
"DD ,~. The agreement between OG and Th in 1. 78 is either 
insignificant or the OG has been corrupted by Th (s. Text-Critical, 1. 
67-68) • 
228 Jeans., pp. 101-102. 
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1. 67-68-00 may have omitted -at'i'"I ,~,~ by parablepsis ( ..• ~ 
'no-") , or omitted the information as unnecessary, because it was 
sufficient to designate which of the two figures was being referred to 
in 12:5 by simply stating that it was the one on the upper side. 
I. 69-00 renders more to the sense of the compound interrogative 
"When, therefore, is the end," and ow alters the word order. Th 
employs a formal rendering. 'nc-" also appears in 8:13 where Th 
employs the same equivalent and 00 has "B~ tiv~. 
1. 70-00 and Th have a common add. cDv dp1)IC~ (00 + 1101), and this add. 
makes it explicit that the "end" referred to is the one spoken of by 
Michael, the great angel, in vs. 4 (s. Text-Critical). MY does not 
explicitly identify either of the two figures in vs. 5, and this 
identification is clearly wrong when compared to 10:5, 13 (Gabriel?, 
s. 9:21). The add. is a distinctive agreement. 
1. 72-73-OO's add. 229 is based on 11:35 where 00 twice reads the vb. 
ICa9ap\tCll (for .,.,3, q. inf. cons.; 1::l", hi. inf • cons. ) .230 The 
purification of the wise ones in 11:35 is connected with the time of 
the end, and, in the following verse, there is a reference to the 
boastings of Antiochus. 00 interpreted the w,g "wondrous events" in 
1. 70 as an allusion to the nm"g~ "boasting of wonderful things" by 
Antiochus in 11:36 (s. Lexicology, 1. 71). Therefore, OG added 1. 72-
73 in order to clarify that there will not only be an end to the 
boastings of Antiochus, but also "the purification of these ones" 
(Le. "the wise ones" in 1. 32; 11:35). 
I. 81-The add. in 00 has the one clothed in linen on the upper side of 
the river "until the time of the end." 
2291CUi 6 ICaeap\aI16~ is marked with the obelus in 88-Syh. 
23°Both of the translat ions in 11: 35 are unique in the LXX, and 
though there is some change in meaning the 00 equivalents do impart 
the basic sense of the Vorl~e. 00 only has ICu9ap\t& elsewhere in 8:14 
where it is once more a singular equivalent for ?is (ni.pf.; a 
distinctive agreement with Th!). 
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1. 89~ makes explicit who it is that lives forever by the add. of 
OtOv in apposition to the preceding substantive, though OtOv could have 
originated as a marginal note that was later incorporated into the 
text. 
1. 92~ and Th share a common add. of ~a\poi, which is implicit in MY, 
though the agreement might be because "10 was in their Vorlage (s. 
Text-Cri t ieal) . 
1. 93-96-Both OG and Th had difficulties with this text. Evidently OG 
transposed -r after n'~~~', which would explain 1. 93 (s. Text-
Critical). However, the translation of ut£Gt~ for rml is unique. 
McCrystall argues that OG engaged in deliberate theological Tendenz by 
reading iI3E3 (which can express "deliverance") for T£I~.231 However, is 
this an example of intentional theological Tendenz, or was it motivated 
by a misunderstanding of the Vorlage? This is not to say that OG's 
theology did not play any role in this rendering, but the type of 
programmatic theological manipulation of MT by OG envisaged by 
McCrystall is extreme.232 In the first place, the translator may have 
been uncertain about the exact meaning of the phrase, and McCrystall 
has shown a possible semantic path by which OG arrived at the 
rendering. Second, the translation bears similar characteristics to the 
add. in 1. 72-73. It has been suggested that the add. in 1. 72-73 was 
motivated by the translator drawing a parallel in 12:6 with the 
connection between the boastings of Antiochus and the purification of 
the wise ones at the time of the end in 11:35-36. OG may have 
understood the same referents in 12:7. The context is the time of the 
231McCrystall, p. 84. 
232McCrystall argues that the rendering in 12: 7 is theologically 
motivated based on the OG interest in following the chronological 
system of the MT, which is based on the Jubilees' calendar (p. 234). 
To a great extent McCrystall's view of 12:7 depends on his ability to 
prove that MT used the Jubilees calendrical system and that OG knew 
this and inserted slight modifications. This view rests on his 
interpretation of three texts: 7:25, 9:24-27, and 12:7. It has not 
been our concern to establish whether MT does in fact reveal that it 
used the Jubilees' calendrical system, but in the course of this 
thesis we have given considerable reason to doubt McCrystall's view 
that the OG translator actually intentionally introduced significant 
changes to MT for theological purposes. 
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end, which brings the end of the powers (i.e. those who are boasting), 
and the release of the holy people (i.e. the wise ones). Finally, the 
resulting translation by OG is in keeping with the context, because 
there is an emphasis on the time of the end bringing purification, 
blessing, and reward in vss. 10(9)-12. 
Ultimately, the explanation offered here for 12:7 has much in 
common with McCrystall's. The difference is that McCrystall presumes 
that OG correctly understood MT and then deliberately introduced 
changes, whereas the suggestion here is that the process is probably 
more subliminal. It would be more appropriate to say that OG, in 
company with every reader, interpreted a difficult text according to 
his own understanding. If anything, there was more intentional 
Tendenz in the add. of 1. 72-73 than in the translation of 1. 94. 
Th had his own problems with 1. 94-96. He translates f,Dl 
correct ly wi th 8\aO'lCopn\(7J1~, but YVcDcrOVtat in 1. 93 suggests that he 
read cn,,,(,) (3.pl.pf.cons.[?] from ,") for c,-r and he or his 
Vorlage omi tted ru'''~n tDi? The significant point for our purposes is 
that OG is obviously closer to MT than Th, and Th's translation is 
clearly distinct from OG. 
1. lOO-OG adds this line to make explicit what is implicit in Mr. 
1. 104-105-Zieg. encloses these lines in square brackets to indicate 
that their originality is doubtful. The preceding lines exhibit 
traits of dynamic equivalence and correspondence to MT, which would 
indicate that they are original and not later correction toward MT (s. 
Lexicology). However, nap~o1~ could be based on n"'nM "riddles" (s. 
5:12), which would grant these lines a strong claim to originality. 
So, we have a double reading in which there are no easy means to 
determine which lines translate the Vorlage (s. Text-Critical). 
Although 1. 104-105 could have been added later, they also could be an 
additional comment of the original translator, similar to other pluses 
in OG. In that case, OG makes explicit the uncertainty regarding the 
time of the coming of the end. Such a comment would be appropriate 
giVen the fact that Antiochus had come and gone between the period of 
the final redaction of MT and the translation by OG. 
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1. 108-OG and Th both use ~\ when yap would have been a more 
appropriate rendering of ,~.233 Other shared examples of this 
Hebraism are 9: 16, 19, 23; 11:4, 37, while OG employs yap proper ly 
against Th's on in 9:18; 10:11, 14; 11:27, 35. 234 
1. lll-ll2-The omISSIon by OG results In a redivision of the sentence 
and cuts across the verse division. 
1. l23-OG renders n~ in 1. 123 with the relative ou and omits the 
coordinate conJ., which makes 1. 123-125 subordinate to the predicate 
in 1. 122. The 00 of 1. 121-125 might be translated, "But the wise 
will pay attention from [the time] when the perpetual sacrifice is 
taken away." 
1. l26-The addition in 00 retains the connection between the removal 
of the daily sacrifice and the "abomination of desolation," but also 
makes it explicit that there is a sequence involved: the sacrifice IS 
taken away, "and the abomination of desolation is prepared to be 
given." 
1. l28-l29-The same terms are collocated in 9:27 and 11:31. In 9:27 
the expression is pl., and 00 and Th have the common reading ~~tluy~a 
'taw £Pl1~cOO£CAlv. In 11:31 00 again has ~~£Auy~a £Pll~cOO£(o~, while Th has 
~~a,uy~a Tt~av\(r~evov.235 Th has the cognate n. aqav\(r~~ in 9: 18, 26 
(not in 00), so the agreement of tpiu1CAlal~ in 9:27 and 12:11 is 
233 S. Aejmelaeus, "arI," pp. 118-126. Aejmelaeus notes that the 
usage of ~l for yap in such instances is particularly Septuagintal and 
"frequently occur[s] in connection with commands or prohibitions," (p. 
118, s. 1. 107). 
234The complete listing for the occurrences of ,~ (24x) In Daniel 
is 8:17, 19, 26; 9:9, 11, 14, 16, 18(2), 19, 23; 10:11, 12, 14, 19, 
21; 11:4,25,27,35,36,37; 12:7,9. 
235Cf . Jeans., p. 18, who states in error, "When e' revised o' the 
expression [~~£Auy~a tPll~~£CAl~] was retained in all three occurrences 
(Dan 9: 27, 11: 3 1, 12: 11 ) . " ~ occurs also in 4:16(19) 00=0; 8:13, 27; 9:17, 18, 26, 27. 
PoUuy~a=TYtzi is a SE in the LXX, so it is only tPll~~£Q)~ that could be 
used as evidence that Th has borrowed from OG. 
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distinctive. However, the verbal agreement is not surprising when we 
consider the popular currency of the phrase (s. I Macc. 1:54), 
particularly in the later Christian tradition (Matt. 15: 14! Mk. 13: 14). So 
the agreement in 9:27 and 12: 11 could be because Th employed a 
known phrase. At the same time, the distinct reading in 11:31 
suggests that the agreements in 9:27 and 12:11 are probably due to 
later scribal corruption. Either way, the agreements cannot be 
considered as evidence that Th is a revision of OG. 
1. 138-142-The lines in OG are generally regarded as a large addition 
to MT and this may well be the case.236 On the other hand, we have 
to consider the possibility that these lines are actually OG and 1. 143-
147 are a later correction toward MT. In favour of this possibility is 
that the conclusion of the verse has a high degree of verbal 
agreement with Th and it corresponds to MT. The main difference is 
in 1. 145 where OG has ~~av for ICAijpOV, but this could based on a 
corrector reading ,.,""0" for ,"'l.,;237 or it may just be a dynamic 
rendering. 
The suggestion that 1. 138-142 is OG faces two objections. The 
first is based on the preconception that Th is a revision of OG; 
therefore, the reason why 1. 143-147 are so close in Th and OG is that 
Th has retained OG's reading. By now it should be obvious that we 
have every reason to dispense with that presupposition. On the one 
hand, Th's translation of 1. 143-147 provides the expected formal 
equivalence to MT and does not require knowledge of OG. On the other 
hand, the OG looks a great deal like a doublet and we have proved Th 
influence on OG elsewhere. 
The more significant objection against reading 1. 138-142 as OG 
and 143-147 as a later doublet is that 1. 138-140 are not equivalent 
in meaning to Mr. In 1. 143-147 MT has "and rest and you will rise to 
236Mont ., p. 478; Collins, Daniel, p. 370; Lacoque, p. 247. 
Plager, p. 170, argues that 1. 138-142 are an equivalent for T?"· The 
add. IS marked with the obelus in 88-Syh. 
237 Mont., p. 478. 
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your lot at the end of the days." L. 138-142 in 00 have, "Go 
away,238 for there are yet days and hours until the fulfilment of the 
end." Some of the discrepancy in oo's reading might be accounted for 
by textual differences. For example, 00 may have read rro, for rmn, 
and possibly ~~~, for iC~n', but it is unlikely that we could (or 
should even attempt to) reconstruct a whole catalogue of textual 
corruptions to account for oo's reading in 1. 138-142. One of the 
main reasons for the creation of doublets in the LXX--and Th is in one 
sense a rather large doublet--was that there was a perceived 
inadequacy in the original translation. Therefore, it could be argued 
that there would not have been a need to add the correction from Th, 
if the 00 had been closer to MT in the first place. 
There is one final consideration that may support the position 
that 1. 143-147 is a later addition to 00. It is generally agreed 
that the epi logue in 12: 5-13 consists of a later addition to MY. 239 
Therefore, it is possible that 00 was translating a slightly different 
Vorlage, which did not contain the specific promise of personal 
resurrection for Daniel in 1. 138-140. However, this suggestion is 
less plausible because the 00 is generally close to MT in the previous 
verses. 
Although we can do no more than raise the possibility that 1. 
143-147 are a later add. to 00, it is necessary to do so because it 
brings into focus two questions: 1) How faithfully has the OG text 
been preserved? 2) How great was Th influence on the 00 witnesses 
that have survived? We will consider these questions in more detail 
In the summary at the conclusion of this chapter. Suffice it for now 
to say that the answer to these two questions makes it plausible that 
1. 143-147 are a later addition to 00. 
VI. I. iii. Lexicology 
238 967 ,s reading of =&001> has been accepted in CH 2 as OG against 
6wBKa~u in 88-Syh, which has been influenced by Th and/or the reading 
In 1. 143. 
239Coll ins, Daniel, p. 371, and Mont., p. 474 regard the epi Iogue 
as later but integrated with the remainder of the book, while Hartman 
and Di LelIa, p. 277, regard it as a gloss. Charles, p. 392 and 
Lacoque, p. 249 regard vss. 11-13 as later glosses. 
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1. 1, 9, 14, 16, 47, Ill, 123-Th employs Ka~a; as a SE for ~ (15/16), 
while OG displays more variety using &pa 5x, Kalp6~ 4x, and ~ 
240 Th d . . 1 . J.' . 3x. e ynaJDIC equIva ent IS ',J1f1la, whIch appears 3x in 12: 1. In 
keeping with the eschatological outlook of the context OG equates n, 
~~ in 1. 9 with n'3 en', which is found 20x in the Hebrew Bible. en' 
n~ is usually translated 1\J1~a e1i.e~ (eg. Gen. 35:3; II Ki. 19:3; 
Is. 37:3; Obad. 1:12, 14; Nah. 1:7; Bab. 3:16). OG retains ~J1~a to 
render n, in 1. 14, 16, because the antecedent is still that day of 
affliction. 
1. 3-QG employs a dynamic equivalent, but given the problems OG had in 
reading the text and the textual differences, he very well could have 
read the 3. s • impf. of ""1'. 
1. 4-The translation of ~ might be regarded as a distinctive reading 
in Th. Apart from its uses in compounds (6x) Th renders ,~ with OpIQ)V 
9/11. 241 Once again 00 demonstrates variety by employing atpatl'lY~ 
(10:13, 20[2], 21), B~vaatl'l~ (9:6, 8; 11:5), and dyye1o~ (1. 4). OG 
shares a reading with Th in 10:13 e~ tmv UpIOvtmv t&V np~mv, and we 
have to suspect Th influence on 00. OG employs aplmv only 4x 
elsewhere, and only in 2:48 is there an equivalent in MT (~', but even 
there it may be a doublet translation with 1\yo.£vov).242 
1. 17-Zieg.'s text reads (JQ)8i)aetul for 00 (with Th) against the reading 
240S• 8:17; 9:21, 25; 11:6, 13, 14,24,35,40; 12:1(4),4,9,11. 
Th follows 00 with &pay &ooi~ tG1l:eplV~ in 9:21 which is evidence for 
borrowing or a corrupt text. 00=0 in 9:25; 12:9 and there are textual 
difficulties in 11:24; 12:11 (s. Syntax, 1. 123). The fact that Th 
employs KUlpa; reveals that it is a perfectly legitimate rendering, but 
it is possible that OG's reading in 11:14 (also in 11:13; 35; 12:4) is 
actually Th because Kai tv tO~ Kalpo" tKeivol~ is a formal equivalent to 
MY and we might have expected 00 to employ his more favoured &pu. 
2418 : 25 ( 2); 9 : 6 , 8; 10: 13 ( 2), 20 ( 2), 21; 11: 5; 12: 1. OG and Th 
share a common difference in the reading of cr~ 'W in 8:25. 00 has 
cXnQ)l.£i~ civ&Po,v, Th CmQ)1eia~ no1.1.ov. Mont., p. 354, is surely correct 
When he states that they read C'~' /C'~)~. The difference in the 
OG and Th readings suggests that there is no dependence, but the 
similarities reflect an alternative Vorlage. 
242MT=0 in 3:38; 97(JO)?; 4: 15( 18). 
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of 88-Syh, which is accepted here. 243 ~C only appears elsewhere in 
11 : 41 where 00=0 and Th has the expected CJG(co. Th' s read ing is an 
obvious equivalent in 1. 17, but there is no reason to expect that Th 
is witnessing to the OG. There are also no obvious inner Greek 
grounds to explain 88-Syh as a corruption. The emphasis on 
resurrection in this passage is unparalleled in the Hebrew Bible,244 
and given the context ~m8tlCJ£tCll "wi 11 be raised/exal ted" renders the 
sense rather well. bv.etlCJ£tUl should be accepted as OG. 
1. 19-Th omits M3D against OG as redundant. 
1. 23-OG and Th share a ~ lCu9£il5Q) for the ~ 111'. It is possible that 
this is a distinctive agreement, but the euphemism of sleep for death 
may have been arrived at independent ly. 245 
1. 24-OG employs 2E1mo~ (also in 9:27, not in Th) "breadth" as a 
dynamic equivalent for the construct nc~, while Th's rendering with 
Xilpu (1-15) might be considered distinctive. 246 
1. 25-Th employs the compound t~£T£ipQ) elsewhere in 7:4 and 11:25. 
Although either OG or Th's rendering is appropriate for the HL ri' 
(hi.) and Th's choice is not particularly distinctive, it does 
demonstrate his independence from OG. 
1. 29-bv£l5lCJpO~ is the expected SE for im-,n (4/4) in OG and Th,247 
though it may have originated as a gloss to 1~ (s. Syntax, Text-
Critical) . 
1. 30-31-OG renders l'M." (1-2, Is. 66:24) "abhorrence" with a 
243967 has a lacuna for this portion of text. Mont., p. 473 
simply refers to 88-Syh's reading as an error. 
244See Collins, Daniel, pp. 394-398. 
245The euphemism was well known and used. 
Sleep, Divine and HUIDan in the Old Testament, 
JSm, 1987). 
See T. H. McAlpine, 
JSOTS, 38 (Sheffield: 
246Talmon suggests that ~, nc-nt is a double reading of synonyms. 
but there is good evidence to retain both. See "Double Readings in 
the Massoret ic Text," Textus 1 (1960): 167-68. 
247 9 : 16 ; 11: 18 ( 2 ); 12 : 2. 
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contextual guess 5uxoxopa, whi Ie u1az-uvl1 IS a later gloss from Th. 248 
1. 32, 99,-119, 121, 122-0G and Th's vocabulary for r~ was discussed 
previously in 8:1-10 (though it should be noted that OG's Kpoaexe 
"give attention to" in 1. 122 is a good dynamic rendering). O,.,,~ 
was discussed in 1:1-10, and Th's translation of ~~ was treated in 
CH 4.III.1.iii. Neither OG or Th's translation indicates that they 
discerned any special significance in the O,.,,~. 
The previous investigations of vocabulary concerned with the 
domain of knowing indicated that Th was working to his own agenda. 
Recall, for example, that Th employed O''Dvet~ in 11:33 and voipov~ (l-
10) in 12:10, because in both cases O,.,,~ is collocated with ~,~,.249 
The fact that Th clearly favoured O''Dvil1Pl for O,.,,~ and that his two 
exceptions in 11:33 and 12:10 can be explained does raise questions, 
however, about the verbal agreement with OG in 1. 32. OG has tnlaUpmv 
in 1: 4; tvVOtQ) in 11: 33; 51UVOtOpal in 12: 10; but O"Ovilun in 11: 35 
(gen.pl.m.part .=Th) and 12: 3 (nominat ive pl.m.part .=Th) !250 Given 
OG's other choices for O"":::>I1D and the fact that O''Dvil1tll is clearly a 
favoured Th equivalent, we are more than justified to question the 
authenticity of OG's participles in 11:35 and 12:3. O''Dvil1Pl is not 
collocated with any other term for knowing in 12:3, so it is 
particularly doubtful that we have OG in 1. 32. 
I. 33-34, 117-118-Phonological motivation is evident in the choices of 
00 and Th for the trans lat ion of 'T1T:::> ''T1T' in 1. 33-34. OG employs the 
rare tmO't1IP (1-6) with tai VQ) , which retains at least some of the 
consonance in MT. Th's choices tdQaL1t& and lup.1tpot1)<; are even closer 
in sound (lup1t). £KlapnQ) (1-8) and lap1tpotl1<; (1-6) are also rare in the 
LXX; therefore, they are excellent examples of Th's distinctive 
vocabulary. 
248SoaisoZieg., p. 17. 
249The part icular choice of voipGlV in 12: 10 may also be explained 
by phonological motivation. In the preceding lines, Th employs 
.{civopo<; 3x (1. 117, 118, 120) to render {Wii. 
25°0''Dvil1Pl only appears one other time in 00 (11: 33) where 00 again 
agrees with Th (O''DVilO'O'DO'lV). 
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The same phonological processes were at work in 1. 117-118 where 
OG and Th again employ different equivalents. In this instance, OG's 
choices were guided by the fact that ~aptmt~ is the main SE for ~, 
in the LXX. Al though Tb' s &v0J1~ is also employed for ~" it is not 
used as frequently or as consistently as ~aptmt~. 
1. 34-oG exhibits lexical levelling by employing ~av~ for "~ 
(unique in LXX) and tr~ (1. 84). at&ptm~a is the expected equivalent. 
1. 41-Th has read ", for i~. Such an error can also be regarded as a 
distinctive disagreement, because, if Th were following OG, he would 
not have made such an obvious mistake. 
1. 44, llO-The translation of ~i offers further evidence of the 
distinctive nature of Th's translation. If we discount the 3 
occurrences in ch. 1, 00 employs .pOcnay~a as a SE 14/18. 251 The only 
exceptions are 10:6, 9 where A.a1lU "speaking" is a better idiomatic 
rendering,252 and 10: 12(2) where 00 has pftp.a. Th's SE for chs. 9-12 
is A.Oyo~ (17/18; Th=O in 10:1 by homoiot.). 
1. 43, 45 and 108, 109-MT has the same verbs collocated (CMrn one 
pass. part.) in 12:9. The SE for ann in the LXX is a.pay~m so it is 
not surprising to find agreement in 00 and Th. 253 However, there are 
differences in the rendering of onc. There are only two points worthy 
of note. First, Kataxa1~m by 00 in 1. 107 is a HL in Daniel. 
Second, one also occurs in 8:26. In 8:26 Th employs a.pay~. as the 
common term meaning "to seal," whi Ie 00 has fpcmam (1-8). The 
251 1 : 5, 14, 20; 9 : 2 , 12, 23 ( 2), 25; 10: 1 ( 3 ), 6 , 9 ( 2), 11, 12 ( 2) , 
15; 12:4, 9. 00 and Th both omit the second ~ in 10:9 which is 
probably an addi t ion. The vocabulary we have examined has not been 
comprehensive enough to determine the nature of the link between the 
translator of chs. 1-2(3) and 7-12 in OG. However, OG has tpOK~ for 
,~, in 1:14 and toy~ in 1:20, both of which are unique equivalents for 
OG (1:5 is an idiom). 
2524QDanc has a singular ('n:1i) in 10:6 (lacuna for 10:9), but oo's 
equivalent implies the pl. of MT. 
253 See a 1 so 6: 18 ( 17 ); 9 : 24 ( 2) . OG has a.~m and auvutiCD in 9: 24 · 
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differing vocabulary indicates independent translations. 
1. 47, 69, 111, 141, 146-As in the previous two paragraphs, T? n,-" is 
found in both 12:4 and 12:9. The Th reading in 12:4 is most likely 
OG. TP ~ appears with a preceding prep. 5x and in every case except 
12:4 Th renders T? with K~~ (s. 8:17; 11:35, 40). Th also employs 
~~~ to render T? by itself in 8:17; 11:27 and 12:6, while 12:4 and 
13 are the only instances where Th employs (J1JvtWtu. Besides 12:4, OG 
renders T? wi th (J1JvtM.£tU 9/15. 254 Since the shared reading in 12:4 
is the only one, and Th demonstrates a significantly different pattern 
of translation throughout Daniel; the agreement is more likely due to 
textual corruption than to Th borrowing from OG. 
1. 49-The readings of OG (aaoJluivoJlut "to rage violent ly" HL in LXX) 
and Th (8t8Cu:nc0l "to teach") for the HL ~,et "to rove about" (BDB, p. 
1002) reveal that both had difficulties with the text. 255 OG has 
read a homonym ~wi "treat with contempt." Charles, p. 332, suggests 
that Th' s reading is a corrupt ion from 8tUl9icnv, but 8t8a19iCJtv is more 
likely a contextual guess based on the following clause "until many 
have been taught and knowledge is multiplied." Th's guess is clearly 
independent from OG, but both versions alter the intention of MT 
significantly. 
1. 51-0G and Th employ different but appropriate equivalents. i1:l, 
only appears elsewhere in the Hebrew portion of Daniel in 11:39 where 
both OG and Th have al~9~vOl. 
I. 52-Th provides an equivalent for Mr. OG is reading n'~ and has 
added it 1i1 to produce, "the earth be fi lIed wi th iniqui ty" (s. Text-
254 S. 9: 26 ; 11: 6, 13, 27, 35, 40, 45; 12: 6 , 13. TP is a I so found 
in 8:17, 19; 9:26; 12:9, 13. OG=O in 9:26; 12:9 (error), 13. Th=O in 
12:13; tu~ in 9:26; 11:13; enoacUo? in 9:26; Jl£PO~ in 11:45; and "eta 
in 11:6 (reading n3p, s. 1:5, 15, 18; 4:26[29], 31[34]). OG also has 
an add. in 12: 13 (1. 141) which includes CJ1)V'tuttU, or was the text that 
corresponds to MT a later correction? 
255Charles, p. 332, emends to m"i1' (based on Aramaic ~' from 
f,"m) "till the many become apostates." 
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Critical) • 
1. 56-tat~p\ is the expected equivalent for ie" as in 1. 3, 5, 144 of 
Th (s. OG in 1. 3, 140), but the common reading of the 3.pl.plupf.a.i. 
is probably a distinctive agreement. However, there is no way to 
determine the direction of agreement, though it may be noted that Th 
employs \at~p\ and its compounds consistently for to,; whereas OG uses 
variety (eg. 1. 3; 1:4, 19). 
1. 64, 75, 76-oG uses a variety of equivalents for ~~ (ato4~m 5:7, 
16; £v8-bm 5: 29; 10: 5; 2tqn.J\id.AGl 12: 6, 7), whi Ie Th employs ev8-b& as a SE 
(6/6) • 
1. 65, 77-The same equivalents are found in the other occurrence of ~ 
"linen" in 10:5. Th transliterates. 
1. 71-OG and Th employ different and adequate renderings for~. The 
same root is employed as a ni.part. in 8:24 (OG-9uupaatm~, 1-4; Th-
ea1Jp.aat~) and 11:36 (00=0; Th-_tpoyJC~, 1-7, s. OG 5:12) to refer to 
the boastings of Antiochus. Therefore, the "end" being referred to In 
12:6 is not solely the resurrection and judgment, but includes the 
conclusion of the events in ch. 11. 256 
Th's renderings are distinct. 
1. 82-The vb. c,~ appears 8x in Daniel and ~OGl is the expected 
equivalent. 00 has ilvoQ) 3/4 and Th 6/8. 257 
1. 87-'~ is a HL in Daniel. OG and Th both employ 6pvop.\, which is 
the SE for '2 in the LXX. 
1. 102-OG employs 4iJa\~ (1-3) as a dynamic equivalent for n't-nM whi Ie Th 
has the expected SE £Cf1ut~.258 
256Also Charles, p. 334; Collins, Daniel, p. 399. 
257 S • a 1 so 4: 34 ( 37 ); 5: 19, 20, 23; 8: 11; 11: 12, 36 . OG=O in 5: 19, 
20, 23 and in 4:34(37) the texts are vastly different, though V.lat~ 
does occur. In 8:11 OG and Th have the common reading ~Ux9~. Th 
also has t.tp1)Vi in 4:34(37). 
258 S • a 1 so 8: 19, 23; 10: 14; 11: 4 • 00 has ci1.lCtl in 11: 4, wh i ch may 
be an adjustment according to the sense of the context or based on an 
alternative Vorlage (BHS, m:!l, Collins, Daniel, p. 363, m?Tn~). 
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1. 103-00 adds l.Oyo~ "matter," which is implicit in Mr. 
1. 107, 137-00 employs UKOtptIe (HL in Daniel) in 1. 107 and a common 
SE (~~e) for ,~~ in 1. 137. Th's renderings with ~o are unique 
in the prophetic corpus of the LXX and must be considered 
dist inct ive. 259 
1. 113-McCrystall argues that the omission of ,,~, in 12:10(9) is 
probably due to the translator's desire to reserve ~ in 11:35 for an 
elite group within the mas kilim. 260 Though McCrystall admits that the 
omission in 12:10(9) could be due to the fact that the verb is 
translated by 1t£\pate (in which case 'l:l~n" was omitted) or that the 
three verbs were rendered by two in the Greek, he clearly favours his 
hypothesis. It is the use of the passive infinitive of t1C1tyCD for TO~' 
in 11:35 that constitutes his proof that -n:l was reserved for the elite 
group within the maskilim. He believes that there is a contrast in that 
verse between the voluntary decision of some of the wise to purify 
themselves and be elect according to OG, against the statement in MT 
that their affliction has the purpose of purifying.261 
To be fair, McCrystall does note with Mont., p. 460, that OG 
apparently reads ,~~, for ,~~, in 11:35, but he does not consider 
the ramifications of this reading on the translator's approach to the 
rest of the verse. Once the translator mistook the initial verb ,,:Ii1' 
"to consider/have in mind" for '~u7~' "to stumble" he still had to make 
sense of the verse. It would have been a fairly easy step to translate 
the following infinitives as passives, and the remainder of the OG 
follows the Hebrew. This passage reflects what Tov refers to as a 
"pseudo-variant. ,,262 It does not reflect a variant Vorlage; neither 
does it reflect Tendenz. Furthermore, we have already seen that OG 
2590n the use of 5£~o, s. Eynikel and Lust, pp. 59-62. Other 
occurrences of ~~ are 3:25(92); 4:26(29), 34(37)-oG=O; 9:10. OG and 
Th share the reading Ktp\1tUt£CD in the first two instances and OG has 
(ata1CoAou8~ in 9:10. Th employs .op£~O~Ul in 4:34(37) and 9:10, where 
the reference is to God's goings. 
260MCCrystall, pp. 85-86; 228-231-
261 Ibid ., p. 229. 
262 TCU, pp. 236-240. 
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and Th betray no special significance in the vocabulary employed for 
translating ~:)tm (s. Lexicology, 1. 32, 99, 119, 121, 122). The 
variant in 11:35 resulted from a simple metathesis in the verb '~Ib'. 
McCrystall's argument for an elite group within the maskilim is 
based on the intended restrict ion of the term IC to 11:35 and an 
intentional change in the meaning of the verse in OG, but there is no 
basis to McCrystall's premise. As for the omission of IC from 12:10(9) 
McCrystall fails to consider still another possibility: one of the first 
two verbs may have been omitted due to homoioarc. (OU:l"n', 'ITCrI'), 
and the omission is part of a larger one beginning in 1. 111. 
1. 114-OO's choice renders the sense of MI', while Th's is a closer 
formal equivalent. However, tKAt~Kawm is also a HL in the LXX! Th's 
distinctiveness is also demonstrated by the translation of 1:l" in its 
other occurrence in 11:35. 00 has Ka8apitGl, while Th might have 
cDoAt1)lCaivfI) (HL in LXX). 263 
1. 115-The only other occurrence of ~ in Daniel is in 11:35 where OG 
has Ka8apitfD and Th again has Jt1Jpo.. 
1. 12o-Th's omission of .,:) appears to be an example of one of his 
occasional omissions, because it is rendered by OG. 
1. 124-00 employs ",Un~Pl as a SE 4/4 for "0. In this case Th shows 
variety and complete independence from 00. Th employs tRAWtD (not in 
OG) in 9:5, 11; pt8imqp1. in 11:31; l:apcU.1~1.~ (1-2, s. Morphology) in 
12: 11. 
1. 125-MT has ."on collocated with ~ in 11:31. OG and Th employ the 
same equivalents there. 264 Th's use of tV&t1tllC"P~ "daily sacrifice" 
(2-11) in 1. 125 indicates his independence. Zieg., p. 17, regards 
263zieg . reads CmoKu1~iiva\ in 11:35, but Mont., p. 460 suggests 
that Th' s text is a corrupt ion from (a;o1wKaG8~va1.. CmoKa1VKtGl cannot 
easily be explained as a variant reading of the Vorlage, yet it does 
make sense in the context. Therefore, a later scribe might have 
written the graphically similar CmoKa1~iiva\ for the rare 
~o1t1)lCaG8qval. Th's reading is still distinct from OG. 
2640therwise ."on appears in 8: 11, 12, 13, and both OG and Th 
employ 81)Gia. As previously mentioned, 8:11-13 has similar textual 
difficulties to 9:24-27. 
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SUI "avt~ in 00 as a doublet and elsewhere 00 does employ hGia alone. 
However, as Jeans., p. 92, points out, the meaning of OG is the same 
with the add. "the eternal sacrifice" and Lev. 6:13(20) does employ 
91K7iav SlU Kuvt~ for "cn. 
1. 132~ and Th employ appropriate equivalents for ~n (HL in 
Daniel), though Th's blo~&vm is more common. 
1. 133-The SE for ,n in the LXX is WttQl so both OG and Th employ 
unique renderings. 265 
1. 143-ixvuKuiKo is a common equivalent for rm (HL in Daniel) In the 
LXX. 
1. 145-0G has the dynamic rendering 5~u for a"l, though it could be 
based on reading ~l (s. Syntax, 1. 138-142). Th has Kl~ (HL), a SE 
in the LXX. 
VI.1.iv. Summary 
As in the other sections that we have examined, OG offers a 
faithful rendering of MT where it is present. For the most part, OG 
follows the word order of MT. Other than textual differences, OG only 
interrupts the word order of MT with the postpositive conj. 5£ in 1. 
28 (in 1. 30 5£ is an add.) and oiv in 1. 69. On two occasions OG 
altered the syntax (1. 10-11, 122-124), which did not affect the 
meaning of the text significantly; whereas in one one case it did (1. 
30, three groups at the resurrection). As elsewhere 00 omits pro.suf. 
in some cases (1. 18, 83, 84), but has added a per.pro. 2x (1. 37, 
106). As usual, 00 offers several dynamic translations (1. 17 against 
Zieg. 's cj.; 1. 107, 102, 122, 138-142?, 145), though several others 
were occasioned by oo's difficulty in understanding MT or a textual 
problem (1. 30, 36, 49, 94, lOS?, 145?). Several translations were 
also influenced to varying degrees by phonological considerations (1. 
33-34, 117-118, 119). 
There were a number of textual differences between OG and MT 
that are significant for our understanding of 00. The minuses were 
mainly due to the omission of redundant elements (1. 58, 61-62, 67-68) 
265S• the discussion of vS. 7 in 8: 1-10 above. 
is distinctive not only because of the equivalence 
because OG does not use the vb. at all. 
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Th's use of tGave 
he makes, but also 
or textual problems (1. 111-113, 137). These omissions are 
characterisitc of what we have found throughout this investigation and 
are not greatly important. Some of the additions are not that 
important either. For example, 1. 39, 81 are probably due to 
harmonization and 1. 89 was probably a scribal addition. However, the 
pluses in 1. 70, 100, 126, though similar in nature to other places 
where OG makes an addition in order to make MT explicit, are 
significant. The significance of these pluses lies in their length and 
that there are three of them in close proximity. In particular, 1. 70 
and 100 read as explanatory additions. Of course, these additions 
would not be all that remarkable without the pluses in 1. 72-73, 104-
105, 138-142. (There is good reason to question whether we should 
regard 1. 138-142 as an addition, but that is besides the point.) The 
presence of additions/translations like these should make us pause to 
consider how likely it is that other such additions/translations have 
not survived the transmission of OG. 
In 12:1-13 Th provides a formally equivalent translation to Mr. 
He is generally consistent in his choice of equivalents, but, at the 
same time, Th is sensitive to context and does not violate Greek 
grammar. There are two omissions against MT and OG (1. 19, 120), 
which is not unusual for Th, and one omission due to a textual problem 
(1. 95-96). Phonological considerations played a role in some of Th's 
translations (1. 33-34, 117-118, 120, 121), and he had some good 
dynamic renderings as well (1. 107, 124, 137). 
VI.2. The Relationship Between OG and Th 
OG and Th share one distinctive agreement in 12:1-13, which is 
the add. in 1. 70. We can also be fairly certain that Th has the OG 
reading in 1. 47-48 and 129, but both readings are probably due to 
textual corruption. There are four other possible distinctive 
agreements where it might be argued that Th has borrowed from OG. The 
best candidate is 1. 10-11, which would be cited as a classic example 
of Th's revision of OG toward MT. The difficulty is that Th does in 
fact correspond to MT, and the argument that Th is revising OG only 
has weight if accompanied by significant supporting evidence. The 
reading of the pluperfect in 1. 56 could be due to borrowing, but such 
an agreement could easily have occurred through corruption/ 
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harmonization to a familiar form. The agreement in 1. 23 may be 
coincidental and the add. in 1. 92 is probably based on an alternative 
Vorlage. 
There are, then, 7 instances in ch. 12 where Th may show 
evidence of direct borrowing from OG and a number of other expected 
verbal agreements in common vocabulary. On the other hand, there is 
substantial evidence to indicate Th's independence from OG as well as 
some evidence that Th readings have infiltrated OG. For example, the 
verbal agreement in 1. 32 (also 11:35), and the add. of a~Vv~v in 1. 
31 are almost certainly due to OG corruption by Th. It is less 
certain whether OG has been corrupted in 1. 78, but the reading IS 
definitely Th. Finally, it has also been suggested that 1. 143-147 
could be a later correction of OG in the light of Th. Besides the 4 
agreements that indicate Th readings in OG, there are a number of 
distinctive readings in Th. There are 9 instances where Th employs 
distinct vocabulary from OG, some of which IS rare in the LXX (1. 24, 
33-34, 107, 114, 121, 124, 125, 133, 137). In two cases Th had 
trouble understanding MT and clearly employed his own renderings of MT 
(1. 49, 95-96). In addition there are 5x that Th transliterated MT, 
or exhibited minor textual differences against MT and OG (1. 19, 41, 
65, 77, 120), which indicate he was not following OG. Finally, there 
are 5 less impressive cases where Th's vocabulary is distinct from OG 
(1. 4, 57, 60, 71, 117-118). 
The evidence of Th's independence from OG is overwhelming, and 
vindicates the original evaluation of the 7 readings that might have 
indicated Th borrowing from OG. The agreements in 1. 47-48, 56, 129 
are probably due to textual corruption. The same explanation or 
alternative Vorlagen accounts for 1. 70 and 92. L. 10-11 and 23 are 
inconsequent ia 1. 
VI.3. Text-Critical 
1. 12-OG omits, s. MOrphology, 1. 12. 
1. 39-S. Syntax, 1. 39. 
1. 52-OG is reading n'TI and has added" 111 to produce, "the earth be 
filled with iniquity," (s. I Macc. 1:9 for a possible allusion). The 
difference is the interchange of ,~. As Charles, p. 333, writes, 
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"the only certainty is the uncertainty of the text," but it seems DlOre 
likely in the context of the book that wickedness rather than 
knowledge will multiply before the time of the end. MT should be 
emended. 266 
1. 58, 61-62-Both OG and Peshitta omit these lines, but the fact that 
the Peshitta also omits 1. 58 suggests dependence of Peshitta on OG 
rather than an independent witness to an omission. Although 1. 61-62 
could be a later harmonization in MT, such repetition is certainly 
characteristic of Daniel and Hebrew narrative in general. 267 The 
fact that OG also omits 1. 58 suggests that he has omitted for the 
purposes of Greek style, just as we have witnessed elsewhere. 
1. 67-68-Collins, Daniel, p. 369, reconstructs OG without t, tKavG in 
1. 66 from 88-Syh and regards 1. 66-68 as a later add. in MT to 
harmonize with 1. 78-80. Collins' reconstruction is possible, but 
would we not expect a complete description of the one to whom Daniel 
was speaking in the first instance? Once the figure is clearly 
identified, then the figure might be referred to in an abbreviated 
form. Furthermore, it could well be argued that the verbal agreement 
of OG with Th in 1. 78-80 is due to corruption of the OG by Th (s. 
Syntax, 1. 66, 78), and we do not know what OG read! Perhaps OG 
omitted 1. 78-80. It is also possible that the omission of 1. 67-68 
was simply a scribal error due to parablepsis (s. Syntax, 1. 67-68). 
For these reasons, the text of 88-Syh is accepted as OG in 1. 66, and 
MT is not to be emended. 
1. 70-The attestation by both OG and Th is strong evidence that they 
read ,~, ,~ in their Vorlagen, but the resulting Hebrew syntax would 
be awkward and the Greek looks like an addition by one of the 
translators (probably OG). In any case, the identification of the one 
clothed in linen with Michael is wrong when compared with 10:5, 13 (s. 
266So also Charles, p. 333; Collins, p. 369; Bevan, p. 203; 
Hartman and DiLella, p. 274. 
267Collins, p. 369, wants to omit 1. 61-62 and merely states that 
r.rr and Th "repeat ton the bank of the river. '" surprisingly, Charles 
does not even comment on the omission. 
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syntax). The common reading in 00 and Th IS probably due to textual 
corruption. 
1. 72-73-The add. of ICU\ (, lCaeaplGJ,U)~ 't01l'tQ)v in 00 is to clarify that 
the end will also bring the purification of the wise. The link is 
based on the two appearances of the vb. lCaeap~Q) In 11:35 (s. Syntax, 
1. 72-73 above); therefore, it is unlikely that it represents an 
alternat ive Vorlage. 
1. 81-The add. in 1. 81 would be retroverted into T? n,-", but it 
probably resulted from harmonization. 
1. 92-We would not expect both 00 and Th to have the add. of lCu\poi II 
it were not based on their Vorlagen, but the shorter reading of MT is 
to be preferred. 
1. 100-This is a large add. in OG against MT, but it is similar to other 
add. in that it makes explicit what is implicit in MT. So OG can omit 
elements which are redundant or unnecessary (eg. 1. 58, 61-62, 67-68), 
but also adds elements to make MT explicit. 
1. 104-105-These lines originated as an additional comment by the 
translator or by a later hand (s. Syntax.) It is highly unlikely that 
such a plus existed in an alternative Vorlage, but even II it did, MT is 
to be preferred. 
1. 126-The add. in OG is not based on a semitic Vorlage (s. Syntax). 
1. 137-0nly OG and Th omit TP', but commentators are agreed in 
reading this as a doublet. 268 
268Mont ., p. 478; Collins, Daniel, p. 370; cf. Ploger, p. 170 who 
regards the add. in 00 as an expansion of T?'. 
304 
VII. SUII18lary 
The investigation of OG and Th in the book of Daniel was 
concentrated on five sections: 1:1-10, 2:1-10, 3:11-20, 8:1-10, and 
12:1-13, though significant portions of the remainder of the book were 
also examined. As a summary we will review the three main areas of 
our investigation: TT, textual criticism of MT, and the relationship 
between OG and Th. 
For the most part, OG provided a faithful rendition of a 
Vorlage, which was very similar to, and, in most cases, basically 
identical with Mr. We also found that OG's translation was not only 
faithful to the semantic content of his parent text, but also 
exhibited a relatively high degree of formal equivalence to MY. 
However, 00 is generally regarded as a "free" translation, and there 
were particular features about his TT that were identified as 
characteristic of his dynamic approach. The most consistent 
characteristic of OG's dynamic approach was variety in the choice of 
lexical equivalents. OG also employed various methods to avoid 
excessive parataxis. The main way he did so was to employ 
postpositive conjunctions, but the majority of these are confined to 
chs. 1-3, particularly ch. 2. 269 Occasionally 00 employed hypotactic 
constructions with a subordinate participle, and in a few instances 
the genitive absolute. Another fairly consistent feature was that OG 
would omit repeated elements in his Vorlage. On the other hand, 00 
often made small additions or introduced slight changes in the syntax 
in order to make something explicit that was implicit. Most of these 
changes should be regarded as attempts to remain faithful to the 
content and intention of the Vorlage. However, there were occasions, 
sometimes due to misunderstanding the parent text, that OO's theology 
was more evident in his translation (eg. 3:17). 
The evidence from our research also supports two conclusions 
regarding the TT in the OG. First, it strengthens Albertz' conclusion 
that chs. 4-6 originate from a separate and distinct translator. 
Therefore, it cannot be assumed that a semitic equivalent of OG with 
269There is not enough shared vocabulary in chs. 1-2 and 7-12 to 
determine whether chs. 1-2, like 4-6, originate from a separate 
translator. However, the dearth of the postpositive conjunctions 5e 
and oiv in the later chs. requires some explanation. 
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an alternative structure in chs. 4-6 ever existed as a complete 
book. 270 Second, the TI in 3:20-30(97) is different in character 
from both the preceding and following chs., which suggests that a 
later editor inserted the deutero-canonical material into ch. 3 of OG. 
Generally speaking, Th prefers to follow a consistent pattern of 
formal equivalence, but he deviates from that pattern when required. 
Th's formal equivalence is subordinated to his concern for clarity and 
the demands of the target language. For example, Th usually does not 
represent the ~ of the infinitive construct with an article and Th 
often omits a preposition that would be redundant in Greek (eg. 
partitive 10). Th tends to employ SE, but not when the semantic range 
of the SE does not overlap with the use of a word in a particular 
context. Th's sensitivity to the meaning of the parent text is also 
exempl ified by his occasional dynamic equivalents. 271 A rather 
curious feature of Th's translation, to which A. Schmitt has already 
drawn attention, is the occasional omissions of words. Some of these 
omissions are due to textual problems, but not all. 272 For these 
reasons, it would be completely inaccurate to assume that Th intended 
to provide a translation by which we could retranslate back to the 
semitic Vorlage. Th's reverence for his text is evident in his basic 
technique of formal equivalence, but it was in an attempt to translate 
fai thfully the meaning of the parent text. 273 
In each section we looked at specific text-critical problems, 
but the results of the analysis provide us with additional guidelines 
for the use of the OG and Th for textual criticism of MT. The fact 
27°Contrast Ulrich's conclusion ("canonical Process," p. 285) that 
the Greek of chs. 1-12 "is of one piece." 
271For additional examples, see Schmitt, "Stammt," pp. 29-33. 
272See Zieg., pp. 60-61 where he discusses the important minuses 
of the B group in Th against Mr. In 8:2, 3, 5; 9:19; 11:36 of 88-Syh 
there are asterisked additions to bring OG in line with MT, but in 
these cases the B group also has the minus. This is a clear 
indication that Th had also undergone revision toward MT. We 
encountered possible hints of later revision of Th in the translation 
of "~'=na~/501i1.o, (p. 214), ;to:piipa/1.oy~ (p. 215), and 
",D=4atptllCD /50U4£tHD (p. 239). 
273See the di scuss ion in CH 3. I I 1.1. 
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that both OJ and Th exhibi t a tendency to omi t means that we ha\"e to 
be very careful in the evaluation of shorter readings in the Greek 
texts. This IS particularly true of omissions of repeated elements In 
MY and those which are redundant when transmitted into Greek. 
However, an omission by both OJ and Th is a weighty combination. At 
the same time, OG exhibits a definite tendency to introduce slight 
syntactical changes or small additions in order to clarify the meanIng 
of MY. Therefore, many additions are not based on a semitic 
Vorlage. 274 OJ also had more difficul ty reading and understanding 
his Vorlage than Th. Therefore, we ought to be slow to accept 
retroverted readings from OG as preferable to MY when OG's retroverted 
reading can be explained as an error. OJ may be an older witness to 
Daniel than MT, but it certainly contains a number of mistakes. 
Finally, OG also employs dynamic equivalents more frequently than Th 
as well as more variety in his lexical choices. However, there are 
other occasions when OJ levels out distinctions in his Vorlage due to 
the literary context. For example, ,o~oUp£aa in 3:17 is a dynamic 
equivalent motivated by a previous use of the verb in 3:12. Yet, In 
3:15 00 employs lCJ't1lJ11 for ,~» because throughout ch. 3 C1p is usually 
collocated with C?3; and in 3:15 OG ignores that distinction (or 
perhaps he did not notice). Like OJ's inclination both to omit and to 
add, these tendencies are working at cross-purposes and complicate the 
use of 00 for the evaluation of lexical variants against MT. 
The examination of the relationship between the texts of 00 and 
Th has proved to be one of the most interesting aspects of the 
investigation. It also has provided the most fruitful results. Two 
questions have dominated the discussion: 1) How faithfully has the 00 
text been preserved? 2) How great was Th influence on the OG 
witnesses that have survived? Unfortunately, we cannot give an 
accurate answer to either of these two questions. However, it is no 
doubt due to the fact that previous scholars have not examined the 
texts of OG and Th In detail with these questions In mind that many 
have surmised that Th is a revision of OG. There IS certainly a 
274Therefore, it is inappropriate for Mccarter, p. 93, to re~er to 
~ as "expansionist ic" in Daniel. In all other respects Mccarter s 
introduction to textual criticism is excellent, but the general 
descriptions of the textual witnesses in the appendix, pp. 88-94 are 
misleading. 
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relatively large percentage of verbal agreement shared by OG and Th, 
as high as 50% through most of chs. 1-3 and 7-12. Common readings do 
not necessarily prove anything though, unless one is already 
predisposed to view Th as a revision, because the majority of them 
exhibi t the expected formal equivalence to Mr. The common readings 
would only indicate Theodotionic revision of OG if they were 
accompanied by a significant number of distinctive agreements, which 
of course is where our two questions come in. 
Although we cannot answer accurately how great the influence of 
Th readings has been upon OG, we do know that Th influence has been 
significant. This was evident in Zieg.'s critical text prior to the 
publication of the remainder of 967 by Geissen, Hamm, and Roca-Puig. 
The evaluation of 967 in CH 2 revealed further evidence of Th 
influence on OG. Yet, it was obvious that 967 itself had undergone 
correction toward both Th and Mr. During the analysis of TT in this 
chapter we discovered further certain examples of Th influence in the 
OG textual witnesses along with other instances where it seems only 
probable or merely possible. 275 These findings are entirely 
predictable. Given the fact that these two versions co-existed in the 
same time and geographical area we should expect corruptions and 
"cross-pollinization." However, if the Th version supplanted 00 
because OG was perceived to be inadequate as a translation, then we 
should be especially vigilant to discover corrections in 00 from Th. 
After all, our knowledge of OG is limited from the outset because we 
only have three major witnesses to OG! How much of the 00 has been 
irretrievably lost through successive revisions toward Mr and Th? It 
IS impossible to know, but the loss is no doubt substantial. 
When it comes to the evaluation of verbal agreements, then, 
besides the presence of common agreements because of equivalence to MT 
we should expect some distinctive agreements between 00 and Th. These 
distinctive agreements are present because either the 00 or the Th 
reading has been erased from the textual evidence, or because we have 
failed to recognize original readings. Such agreements would be 
entirely consistent with the view that the two texts are independent 
translations. Is this not an accurate depiction of the relationship 
275The number of common readings is generally greater in chs. 7-
12, but that may be due to greater corruption of OG. 
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that exists between the OG and Th in Daniel? 
on the one hand, we have expected common verbal agreement and 
little evidence of distinctive agreements in which Th has borrowed 
from OG. In fact, there are very few distinctive agreements period. 
On the other hand, there is ample evidence that Th was translating 
independently from OG, and we have seen certain evidence of Th's 
infiltration and corruption of OG. For the most part, Th employs the 
common SE for Mr that are found throughout the LXX. At the same time, 
we have seen how Th has his own pattern of translation equivalents for 
vocabulary sharing the same domain (eg. knowing, wisdom) and his own 
way of resolving conflicts when two words are collocated that he 
normally renders by the same lexeme. That Th's translation pattern IS 
substantially his own is verified by the numerous HL and translation 
equivalents employed by Th that are not shared with OG. We have seen 
how Th consistently makes his own contextual guess, rather than follow 
OG, when he does not understand Mr. Finally, we have seen numerous 
omissions against MY and OG that would not be there if Th were 
revising OG toward Mr. For these reasons, we can affirm that in the 
book of Daniel, Th is basically a new translation of MT and not merely 
a revision of OG. 276 
To claim that Th is an independent translation does not 
necessari ly deny that Th had any knowledge of OG or that he may have 
occasionally borrowed from OG. However, the evidence of such 
borrowing is scarce, and does not support a position that Th 
systematically revised OG toward Mr. It also means that we have a 
different view of agreements where the direction of borrowing cannot 
be demonstrated, and of possible doublets where a reading in OG 
corresponds closely to MT and Th (eg. 12:13). Nor can we assume that 
Th is a witness to OG in an attempt to reconstruct a critical text of 
276For those interested in stat ist ics, according to a search wi th 
LBASE there are 8859 words in Daniel Mr. This figure includes all 
proper nouns, conjunctions, and prepositions. For example, the total 
includes 1150x where' appears as the simple conjunction or with verbs 
in "converted" forms. In the course of this thesis we have examined 
the translation equivalents of almost 2000 of these words in OG and 
Th. 
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00. 277 On the contrary, where 00 exhibi ts a marked agreement wi th Th 
and formal equivalence to MT (eg. 3:11-20), we have every reason to 
suspect that Th readings have corrupted the 00. Based on the extant 
manuscript evidence we can never know how much of 00 has been 
obliterated by Th. 
Finally, the assertion that Th is a translation in Daniel means 
that it is an independent witness to MT for textual criticism. There 
are also implications when Th is compared with other texts that are 
associated with the allusive figure of Theodotion and the so-called 
kaige recension. 278 It is to an evaluation of Th's relationship with 
kaige that we now must turn. 
277 f 8 10 h k more confident ly of C • Jeans., pp. - ,w 0 spea s 
reconstructing 00 readings from Th. 
278Gentry, pp. 381-382, also concludes that the Theodotion text in 
Job is an independent translation. 
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Chapter 6 
Th and Kaige 
In the years since the publication of DA a number of doctoral 
dissertations and studies have been published that have sought to 
delineate further characteristics of kaige. The list of possible 
characteristics has now grown to 97,1 but this number gives a false 
impression of the homogeneity of kaige. This judgment will be 
vindicated as we examine Th's relationship to kaige. 
Armin Schmitt had already argued in 1966 that Th did not belong 
to the kaige tradition,2 but there are three reasons to look at this 
question again. First, it is clear that Schmitt's results have not 
been accepted as conclusive. 3 Second, the enumeration of more 
characteristics since DA provides a larger base for comparison. The 
third reason to examine Th's relationship to kaige is that we are 
approaching the question from a different perspective. 
The perspective of this evaluation is different, because it has 
been argued that Th is basically an independent translation; and not a 
revision of OG. At the same time, it has also been affirmed, though 
not argued in detail, that a kaige recension did not exist. The 
grounds for this conclusion are both negative and positive. 
Negatively, it has been pointed out that the kaige research since DA 
has not always been methodologically sound. For example, O'Connell 
attributes a number of characteristics to kaige that are technical 
terms rendering lexemes related to the cult and tabernacle. Or Bodine 
lA list is provided by Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273; Gentry, 
pp. 400-405. See also the comments in CH 1.11. 
2He has res ta ted hi s pas i t ion in "Danie I texte," pp. 1-15. 
However, Scmitt, pp. 8-9, only examines one of the kaige 
characteristics, tD/CO~Kaiyt. 
3We have already noted that Barthelemy, "Notes," pp. 289-303 
disputes Schmitt's findings and Jellicoe, "Reflections," p. 22 
questions the reliability of Schmitt's data. Jeans., p. 22, also 
remains agnostic concerning this question. Cf. Tov, 
"Transliterations," p. 79, who accepts Schmitt's arguments as 
"convincing." 
delineates characteristics of kaige that are probably OG. 4 Bodine's 
research was hindered because there is still no critical edition of 
the Greek text of Judges; however, there are other occasions when so-
called kaige characteristics are nothing more than OG. 5 The failure 
to distinguish kaige readings from OG has also been replicated in the 
failure to contrast the kaige texts with one another. For example, 
numbers 83-93 in Greenspoon's list are named "Characteristics Peculiar 
to the Vaticanus Family of Judges" by Bodine, but Greenspoon includes 
them as representative of kaige. Greenspoon includes all the 
suggested characteristics of kaige in his list in order to be 
comprehensive, but this actually distorts some of the recognized 
distinctions between the texts. 6 Kaige research has concentrated on 
shared characteristics; consequently, the fact that none of the 
characteristics are found in all members of kaige, and that there are 
disagreements among the kaige texts, has largely been ignored. Even 
some of the agreements are not evidence of a relationship between the 
texts. For example, in many cases it is argued that kaige has simply 
employed a common or even the most frequent OG equivalent more 
consistently. However, unless that proposed characteristic is 
employed in significant numbers in any given text there are no 
statistical grounds to distinguish a kaige characteristic from OG. 
For example, "rc=tv P£(Jql, ::1,V;(q. )=t1E\CJtp~Q}, and -0'=&01>1.- are common 
and expected equivalents in the LXX. There would have to be 
significant consistency (eg. 10/12) in several texts to indicate that any 
of these equivalents might be evidence of a single recension. Far too 
many of the kaige characteristics only indicate that a revisor (or 
translator) of a text employed a S E. 
The positive basis to deny the existence of a uniform kaige 
recension is the recent comparison of vocabulary in the Greek Minor 
Prophets Scroll, Theodotion Job, Aquila, and the Greek Psalter by 
4See Pietersma, "Plea," pp. 305-306. 
5see , for example, the discussion of l'::l=t.cva pioov below and CH 
loll. 
6Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 270-273. 
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7 Peter Gentry. Gentry compares all attested nouns and verbs in the 
aforementioned texts and finds agreements and disagreements among all 
of them. He concludes that Theodotion Job does exhibit some 
dependence on the Greek Psalter,8 and shares some equivalences with 
the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll; but the disagreements with the Minor 
Prophets' Scroll are so weighty that the similarities only indicate that 
these translators (revisor for the Minor Prophets' Scroll) shared a 
similar attitude to translation. He states: 
In fact, we must cease all together speaking of a Kaige 
Recension as if there were a monolithic revision behind the 
members of this group. There is no Kaige Recension as 
such. Instead, there is a continuum from the Greek 
Pentateuch to Aquila in which approaches and attitudes to 
translation are on the whole tending toward ~ closer 
alignment between the Greek and the Hebrew. 
Ideally, we would want to compare and contrast Th's vocabulary 
with the material provided by Gentry, but that is beyond the 
immediate objectives of this research. However, a comparison of Th's 
vocabulary with the "characteristics" proposed by previous 
researchers will serve an important purpose. If kaige represents an 
approach to translation that is characterized by formal equivalence to 
MT, then we might expect to find some agreement between Th and 
kaige. On the other hand, given the thesis that kaige is not a 
uniform recension, we should also expect disagreements. These 
findings would be in line with those of previous researchers. 
However, the degree of agreements and disagreements with kaige 
characteristics will provide an indication of how closely Th is related 
to the kaige tradition. 
7See Gentry, pp. 410-484. Gentry first examines (pp. 386-.410) 
Theodotion Job to determine how many of the kaige characteristIcs are 
present. Of those that could be assessed he finds that a total of 19 
agree with kaige and 14 do not, though many of the agree~ents are 
actually of little significance. Of the l~agreements wlth the 
characteristics proposed since Barthelemy, Gentry conclud~s ~hat only 
four (36, 58, 67. 94) are of any value as kaige characterIstlcs. 
8Munnich argues that kaige employed the Psal ter as a glossary or 
lexicon for the work of translation in "Contribution," pp. 190-220. 
9Gentry, p. 488. 
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I. List of Kaige Characteristics 
Following is the list of 97 kaige characteristics that have been 
produced by Thackeray (1907, 1921),10 Barthelemy (1963), Smith 
(1967),11 Shenkel (1968), Grindel (1969),12 O'Connell (1972), Tov (1973) 
D ' Bodine (1980), and Greenspoon (1983). Asterisks (60x) indicate that 
the Hebrew equivalent does not appear in Daniel, which leaves 37 
equivalents for discussion in the following section. Each equivalent is 
also marked in the right hand column to indicate the scholars who 
have discussed that particular equivalent. The names of the scholars 
are abbreviated as follows: 
Thackeray=T 
Barthelemy=B 
Smith=Sm 
Shenkel=Sh 
Grindel=G 
O'Connell=O 
Tov=To 
Ulrich=U 
Bodine=Bod 
Greens poon=Gr 
Gentry=Gen 
1. ~/~~lCui'Y£ 
* 2 • "'=nA itv 
T B 0 Bod Gr Gen 
Gr14 
IOBarthelemy's monumental work was actually preceded by research 
carried out by Thackeray in "The Greek Translators of the Four Books 
of Kings," JTS8 (1907): 262-78; Jewish Worship, pp. 114-115. 
11M• Smi th, "Another Cri terion for the ICUfyE Recension," Bib 48 
(1967): 443-45. 
12J • A. Grindel, "Another Characterist ic of the Kaige Recens ion: 
n3l/VIICO~," CBQ 31 (1969): 499-513. 
13Bodine adds what is the 97th characteristic in the list in his 
article, "Kaige and Other Recensional Developments in the Greek Text 
of Judges," BIOSCS 13 (1980): 52. 
14Greenspoon, Joshua, p. 277, actually only suggests that "in some 
tradition, perhaps the lCallE recension, KA~V was the preferred 
translation," of.,-,. Given the vagueness of the evidence, it is 
314 
3. ~M=Cxviu> 
4. ~=buxv6>9£v (a1t(xv6>9£v) + gen. 
*5. ~l'/~l)=Gt~166> 
*6. ;'1illn=Gal.1tl Y~/i~'tti=K£pativ~ 
*7. Elimination of Historical Present 
8. l'M=oUK £Gnv (in a series of aor. vbs.) 
*9. ';:)JM=eY6> £i ,u 
*10. nM-p"=£i~ Guvavt~Glv/£~ a1tavt~v 
* 11. "')=J10V~6>VO~ 
* 12. nm~l i"i'1'=KUP\O~ tcOv 5uvaJ1£6>v 
13. 'M=\o'IUPO~ 
14. ,)J= forms of evavn 
15. ')!:I"=£V'»1tlOV 
* 16. 1;:) " InMr "17=5\(1 tOUtO 
17. a,"=£i~ tov aiiva 
* 18. "i'1=ouai 
19. "lCM=GuvaY6> 
*20. iO;:)=I6>J1ap£~ 
* 21. ;'1'!:IM=GKo'tia/'!:Ii17=yv6~o~ 
*22. "n=t~050~ 
B 0 Bod Gr Gen 
T B 0 Bod Gr 
B 0 Bod IS Gr Gen 
T B 0 Bod Gr 
I' 
T B 0 Bod Gr Gen lO 
B 0 Bod Gr Gen 
T B 0 BodI7 Gr Gen 
B 0 Bod Gr 
T B Gen 
B 0 Gr 
B Gr Gen 
B Bod Gr Gen 
B Bod Gr Gen 
B BodI8 Gr Gen 
B Bod Gr 
B 
B Bod Gr Gen 
B 
B Gr Gen 
B Gr Gen 
surprising that he includes it in his list of kaige characteristics. 
P' does not appear in MT in Daniel, but Th has 1tl~v 4x independently: 
2:6 for 1n?; 4: 12( 15) for Ci::l, 4:20(23) for Ci::l; 11:18 for 'n'::l ". 
OG never has 1tl~v. 
15The Aramaic ::ll' IS employed in 7: 19 (00=t~aKp\~66>; Th=aKp\~~) and 
the n. ~) appears in 2:41 (00 and Th have a distinctive agreement 
p~a) • 
16Although the historical present is frequent in the 00 of Samuel-
Kings it has been noted by O'Connell (p. 208), Bodine (p. 14), and 
Greenspoon (Joshua, p. 285) that it is non-existent (Exodus and 
Joshua) or rare (Judges once) in the 00 of their books. Theodotion 
Job has two aor.ind. where 00 has the historical present (Gentry, p. 
389). The historical present is not found in either 00 or Th. In the 
one case in Judges, it is the B text that has the historical present. 
17Th has ty.» ~Ji~v in 8:5 ('IN) and 10:4 ('n";'1 'JM' =<Xi). In 8:5 Th 
employs a periphrast ic part. where 00 has an impf. 
18 In 11:20,21,38 MI' has il~~l!, which 00 and Th recognIze and 
translate correctly. 
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23. 'it'1/m-m=eimpeKela 
*24. "mD=tal-DV& 
*25. ;rni1=.6lti~Q) 
*26. ,)<t,:l=ev ot8aAl1oi~ 
*27. im=cnol1a 
*28. rDf=81)cni.(fI) 
*29. 'jn=61&1C6l 
30. M:l3(i'1) ,i1=apl6lV (t~) 51)val1e6l~ 
31. ~n=Go,-
*32. m=lCfI)teiJm/i1IDn=Glf1)'UIO) 
33. TU'=avollia 
*34. i'1~=tv yaatpi elO) or l.ap~avO) 
*35. M:lM ~=(t)8uO) 
*36. n3l=vQCo~ 
*37. C'M(pu. part.)=.e.1)p(p)6lI1£v~ 
38. "i1M=CJIC£K1l/1:)IiO=alCllvi) 
*39. C' '.=to)nal'01. 
*40 • i'1'''M=ICEpIC10V 
41. C"M=l1oYl1.aAOV 
*42. ~=.1JP(p)ov 
43. r:l=avu I'mov 
*44. :l-p:l=tv I'm. 
*45. 11":l=tv I'£afl) 
*46. C'Dir.l::tipcill'ata 
B Gen 
B Sh Bod Gr 
Sm Bod Gen 
Sh 0 Bod19 Gr 
Gr20 Gen 
Sh 0 Bod21 Gr 
Sh Bod Gr 
Sh Bod Gr 
Sh Bod Gen 
Sh Bod Gr Gen 
Sh Gr 
Sh Bod 
Sh Bod Gr 
Grin Gen 
o 
o Gr Gen 
o 
o 
o 
o Gr 
o Bod Gr Gen 
o Bod Gr 
Gr Gen 
o 
19Th f h· . ... 1.11' 00 ere are no occurrences 0 t IS semI-prepoSItIon In m~. 
(8/9) and Th both employ ~8aAI'o~ for r'. See 4:31(34) 00=0; 7:8(2), 
20; 8:3 (OG omits), 5, 21; 9:18; 10:5, 6. See the discussion of the 
semi-preposition by Sollamo, Renderings, pp. 123-146. 
20Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 293-294 suggests that Gt0l'a might have 
been chosen as a more literal translation of i1D in expressions like 
mi1' '£I. It should be noted that Greenspoon does not produce any 
Supporting evidence from Joshua that this is a characteristic of 
kaige, though he does cite Margolis as an authority that the 
substitution happens in Theodotion elsewhere. However, this is not 
sufficient evidence to prove a characteristic. 
i1!) occurs twice in MT (10:3, 16) but both times it is in the 
literal sense of "mouth." Both OG and Th employ m6taa. 
21Both 00 and Th employ the expected 91JCria for the n. ~T In 9: 27. 
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*47. 0'rl~9ilICul 
*48. C"~Oc1pOl 
49. prn(pi. )=enal-DGl 
50. :l'71=~o~uiu 
*51. :Jlin(n. )=Plllavq&UtO~, plllavilputo~ 
*52. ,m=10Y10V 
*53. trlri=yapflp~/rorrV1)p.io~ 
54 • C''''''=Ku18i4nu, KUl8tu 
*55. ;rr=t~eiJopul 
*56. n,n'=Ktpl nov 
*57. C"EI::)=e;11uap~ 
*58. ""D=Enev5-Dt1l~, tK\8-Dtll~ 
*59. n(')3::lvm=a1JVeatlypevol, 
60. nT1'~=e~aptcrt1)crl~ 
61. '::l,=501J1-
tnlvecrtPUT\crpEvO\ 
o 
o 
o Bod Gr 
o Bod Gr 
o 
o 
o Bod 
o Gr 
o Gr 
o 
o 
o Gen 
o 
o 
o Bod Gr Gen 
*62. n::l3' and nn::ll'=ir1ool50lta and/or cu.1lcre\~ 0 
*63. Jf" (vb. ) =VOltOICOKtm 0 Gr 
*64. "EI=5lumce8i(m, 5lUcrcOtOl 0 
*65. O'tr1?=Kepovul 0 
*66. rT'1?=cravi~ 0 
*67. ~=6v1J; o Gen 
*68. O""vi=KP~ Ko5iv 0 
*69. C";; ( pi. ) =aOtlvWOl o Gen 
*70. ~;; =e:;q)Jtm 0 
*71. n-wi,;; /nv;,Ii=Iw.acrta 0 
*72. o'On=t£1£lml1t£~ o Gen 
*73. iIQ"n=imaplft 0 
*74. ,UiM l"=av9' iv 6cru T Bod Gr 
75. Var i ous=ilvilcu T Bod Gr 
*76. TnM=ICputEel Bod Gr Gen 
*77. ml=l:mo\ICitm Bod22 
78. ::l~ciya9~ (cognates) Bod Gr Gen 
79. ,r=e\J9~ Bod Gr 
*80. l'''=a~1itm Bod Gr UI Gen 
2~l appears 8x in the Aramaic section, but never in the sense of 
exile. S. 2:19, 22, 28, 29, 30, 47(2); 10:1. Th employs «KoICa4UKtm 
8/8, whereas OG employs various equivalents, but never QsoKa4UK1e. 
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81. a,3l=~oJ,lut 
82. ::l1D ( q. ) =t2natp .... fD 
83. -nat=6t~uixncfD 
84. ~::li1=.£pe, t\a.£pfD 
85. ?'3/?'f=liobro 
*86 • ~ mn=bpyi~oJ,l€lt 9'OIlrq 
87. cml=aap€ltUaaOJ,l€ll 
88. ~mD=aaput~t~ 
*89. rnl=lCu9€ltpeCl) 
*90 . f1C=apXfDV 
*91. ,m=a1)VUVtufD I U.avtUfD 
92 . l'3?=cipx1lYo~ 
93. i117'=aov1IPla 
94. Transliteration of Unknown Words 
95. (u1'M) a,"l =ci6p6l; 
96. a,::lM=lCui J,lw,€l 
97. "::ll=61)vut~ 
II. Evaluation of Readings 
Bod Gr 01 
Bod Gr Gen 
Bod 
Bod Gr Gen 
Bod Gr Gen 
Bod Gr Gen 
Bod Gr 
Bod Gr 
Bod 
Bod Gr 
Bod Gr Gen 
Bod Gr 
Bod Gr Gen 
To Gr Gen 
T Gr 
T Gr 
Bod 
The 37 characteristics of the kaige group which are found in 
Daniel will now be examined to determine Th's relationship to kaige. 
Disagreements are assumed to show independence from kaige, while 
agreements will be investigated as to whether they can be considered 
as bona fide kaige characteristics. 
1. Cl/Cl~IC€liyt 
There are only two cases of co,: 11:8, 22. Th has lC€liyt In 11:8, 
but only lCui in 11:22. The evidence is mixed. 
3. u1'M=civ~ 
Th employs civ~ as a SE 8/8 whi Ie 00 prefers civ9p"~ 5/8. 23 
However, Barthelemy argues that the main trait of kaige for this 
characteristic is that it even employs civ~ for the distributive sense 
of ~M, but there are no cases of ~M as a distributive in Daniel. 
23 S . 9 : 7, 21; 10 : 5, 7, 11, 19 ; 12 : 6 , 7. 00 has Cml> In 9: 21, iv\ In 
12:6; omits in 12:7. 
318 
The use of t&viM> may indicate a kaige characteristic, or it may just be 
the SE chosen by Th. 24 
4. ,==txavCD6tv ( cixavCD6tv) + gen. 
Th emp loys tXavfO in 12:6, 7 (s. CH 5. VI • 1. iii. ) . 
8. fM=oU1c tan v (in a series of aor. vbs.) 
MT has fM 9x and in each case Th employs an equivalent which IS 
contextually appropriate. 25 Th has oU1c tattv in 1:4; 9:26; 10:21; 
11: 16; 45; oUc lIv in 8: 4, 5, 27; oUc iatat in 11: 15. In three instances 
Th renders l'M where the context has a series of aorist verbs (1:4; 
8 4 5) 26 b t ,.,. " :, , u ow: tanv IS approprIate In 1:4 to describe the type of 
youths the king desired for training, "youths in whom there is no 
blemish." 
13. 'M=1aXupo~ 
,at appears 4x in MT: 9:4; 11:36(3). OG and Th both employ etO~ 
as SE, though Th omits 2x in 11:36 by parablepsis. 
14. ~l= forms of ivavn 
Barthelemy suggests that this equivalence was developed in order 
to avoid confusion with the establ ished equivalence 'l~'=tvci)Jnov (see 
below).27 The LXX translators employed a variety of equivalents for 
'll and that is what we find in 00 and Th. Both have ICClttvavn In 
6: 11 (10, Hebraism); tv_tOY in 8.15; while in 10:13 OG=ivavtwv, 
Th=ivavt~ and in 10: 16 oo=Cm&vavn, Th=tvav'tiov. At best this 
24Barthelemy (p. 54) argues that kaige also replaced t.cveptlK~ wi th 
~v~ as a SE, but that is difficult to prove in Daniel when there is 
no other supporting evidence. 
250G and Th have common readings in 8:4; 11:15, 16, 45. OG has a 
dynamic equivalent in 1:4. 
26Bodine , p. 15 offers 10:21 as evidence that Th exhibits the 
characteristic. However, though aor. vbs. occur in the previous vss. 
and 00 employs an aor. for l'M, 10:21 begins with the rut. and the 
present tense is applicable in the context. 
27 1n DA. p. 84, Barthelemy discusses these under the one precursor 
pattern: 'll= forms of EvaY'n. 
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characteristic exhibits mixed findings, but there IS no real 
distinction from common Old Greek renderings. 
15. 'lEJ?=tvGlZ\OV 
Th does prefer to restrict tv~\OV to 'l!b (9/15), while OG only 
has it 3x and employs a greater variety of equivalents.~ However, as 
sollamo notes, tV~lOV is the most common equivalent for 'lEJ~ in the 
LXX. 29 Therefore, Th's tendency to employ tv~\OV may be evidence of 
a kaige trait, but it is not definite. When we consider 14 and 15 
together, it is perhaps best to consider tham as offering mixed 
evidence for kaige. 
17. a,'?=d, tOY aiiva 
O~'? does appear in 12:3, but it is OG who has the kaige 
equivalent whi Ie Th has d, tOU; aiiv~. 30 MT also has C?' 18x in the 
Aramaic section, but Th almost always follows the number of MT and is 
not dependent upon OG (s. CH S.III.l.i.). 
19. ~M=(f'\)vuy(&) 
Barthelemy, p. 86, argues that "cM=(f1)VUYCD is a precursor to 
Aquila who employs (f1)11eyCD. ~M does occur in 11:10 and both OG and 
Th employ (f1)VCtyCD. Both also read ~M in error and employ (f1)vuYfll at 
8:25 (see the discussion in CH 4.11.2). Furthermore, (f1)vCtyQ) is the 
most common equivalent for the vb. ~M in the LXX (121/200; 24x in the 
Pent.), so it is questionable whether there is any significance to 
Th's readings. 
23. 'T1/m'1i"1=£1mp£Z£la 
The nominal form appears 4x and Th has 60;a in 4:27(30)=OG; 5:18 
OG=O; 11:20=00. In 4:33(36) Th has ~190v~1 The verbal form appears 
3x in the Aramaic and each time Th employs 6o;~Q) 4:31(34), 34(37); 
28See CH S.II.1.iii. for a breakdown of the equivalents. 
29sollamo, Renderings, p. 18. 
300"" is rendered by aic»vlov in 9: 24; 12: 2 (2); aiiva in 12: 7 . 
31Collins, Daniel, p. 212, inexplicably states that Th omits. 
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5:23. 32 
30. M~3(i1) "W=UpIG)V (t~) 81Jvupt~ 
This title only appears in 8:11 where both 00 and Th have 
cipxuJtpUtl1YO~ .33 
31. ~n=G~-
Th employs Go,ia as a SE for nD~n 8/9, while 00 has it 5/7. 34 
As Gentry notes, the equivalence is already found 139/171 in the 
LXX. 35 ~~n appears 14x in the Aramaic section. 36 Th's SE is G~O~ 
(14/14), while oo's SE is GO,tGtTtl; (7/10). 00 has Kcivta~ in 2:13; GO~ 
in 2:21; and spells out who the wisemen are in 5:8. 
It is obvious that forms of c:>n=Got- is stereotyped throughout 
the LXX; therefore, it should be discarded as a kaige characteristic. 
33. ,,'=avopia 
In all 3x Th has ~l1cia (9:13, 16,24).37 
38. "nat=GlCtJtl1/ l~ ml=G1Cl1vi) 
~ appears in 11:45 and OG and Th employ aJCl1V~. 
41. a,at=POYI4aAOV ( durn b) 
C~ is only in 10:15 and Th has lCatavUaGG) where 00 renders with 
3200=0 in 4:31(34), 34(37); £1J40Y£&? in 5.23. 
33Th does employ 8wapl~ as a SE for tt:l3 and Oa>IG)V for ,V; when 
they appear separately. S. CH 5.IV. for renderings of M~3 and CH 
S.VI.l.iii. for renderings of ,W. 
34 S • 1: 4 , 17, 20; 2 : 20, 21, 23, 30; 5: 11 ( 2), 14 . 00=0 in 5: 11 ( 2 ) , 
14. Th has GiwtGI~ in 5:11 while 00 has it in 1:20. OG has ~ free 
rendering in 1:17. Th shares the second 00 minus in 5:11 WhICh looks 
like a late add. to Mr. 
35 Gentry, p. 406. 
362 : 12 ,13,14,18,21,24(2),27,48; 4:3(6),15(18); 5:7.8,15. 
00=0 in 4:3(6), 15(18); 5:7, 15. 
370G has apaptia in 9:13, 16; ci8llCia in 9.24. 
321 
(SInew. The characteristic is without foundation In the first 
38 place. 
43. r~ttva pr.aov 
Both OG and Th employ ttva peGov in all 4 cases (8:5, 16, 21; 
11:45). This is also the most common equivalent in the LXX and cannot 
be used as a cri terion for kaige. 39 
49. ?Tn(pi. )=EVIGXVol 
Forms of the vb. i'Tn occur 13x in Daniel and compounds of iaIUcD 
are the most common equivalents in OG and Th. 40 The pi. is only in 
10:18 and once in 10:19. In both places Th employs tV10}9~. OG has 
tVlGX9C1> in 10: 19, but lCunGX';Q) in 10: 18. However, OG does have £VIO}tHD 
in 11: 1 where Th employs ICpat6; and in 11: 5 Th employs £V1GX9~ twice for 
the q. 
The pi. of i'Tn appears a total of 64x in MT, and lOx outside of 
Daniel it is translated by tV10'X';Q). O'Connell proposed this 
characteristic on the basis of one example and Bodine offers possible 
support from another example in the B family of Judges (9:24).41 
However, in two other cases of Judges all witnesses agree in reading 
bu:rxuCl> (3:12; 16:28). O'Connell suggested that tVIO'Iu~=?Tn "may be 
part of a concerted effort at reinterpretation" since Reider-Turner 
lists 12 instances in which Aquila has tV10'XUQ) for some form of ?rn. 
Though Aquila might have made the equation between tV10}U. and forms of 
?rn, it is anachronistic to read it back into kaige on the basis of 
the scanty textual evidence. Th does not make the equation in any 
case. 
50. ::l'M=~op,uiu 
Both OG and Th employ pop,aia in 11. 33, and it is the most 
common equivalent in the LXX. Therefore, the agreement between Th and 
380 'ConnelI, p. 287, proposes this characteristic on the basis of 
one reference in Ex. 4:11.(?) 
39Simi lar ly Gentry, p. 407. 
40 10 : 18 ; 19(4), 21; 11:1,5(2),6,7, 21, 32. 
410 , Conne 11, p. 28; Bod i ne , pp. 26, 42. 
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kaige cannot be considered as evidence that Th belongs to kaige. 
54. 0'''''''=~U10OplU, ~uloiu 
Th employs KU10cJp1U 4/6 against 00 which prefers v£avicnc~ 5/5.42 
The pl. of ~, only occurs 47x in MT and O'Connell suggests this 
characteristic on the basis of one passage in Ex. 1:18. The 
equivalence also occurs in Lam. 4:10. tr~, does not occur or the pl. 
is not rendered in Theodot ion Joshua, Judges, or Job. 43 Furthermore, 
the equivalence C'~'=~U10aplU is made 3x in the yy' section of reigns 
(I Ki. 12:8, 10, 14 + 15x in the sing.) and Zech. 8:5, while yo' 
employs nui~ (II Ki. 2:24) and ~i6~ (II Ki. 4:1; also Ruth 1:5). Gen. 
has C'~"'=nuloiov 8/10 and all forms of '-"=nu\oiov 13x (s. HR). 
Clearly, there is no basis here to establish any kaige characteristic. 
60 . mn'l=£vuptc:rtl1c:r\~ 
The only reading is 2:46 where 00 has c:rnovo~ and Th employs 
tWia.44 
61. ':l'=oo~A-
Th employs ~ui~ 6x and oovA~ 6x for the n. ~, while OG prefers 
lai~ (11/12).45 In 7: 14, 27 Th employs OOUA£llCD for m~. 46 The 
cri terion is a weak one in any case since l.lS7=oo~A- is common 
throughout the LXX.47 
42S. CH 5. I I • 1. iii • for references. 
43C'~~' occurs 4x in Job, but it is not rendered by Theodotion. 
44This is another reading proposed by O'Connell, p. 289 based on 
scanty evidence, Ex. 29:18 and Lev. 1:9. 
45 S. CH 5.III.1.iii. The Aramaic vb. ~ occurs 12x, but is not 
counted because it is most naturally rendered by no\~. 
46Th normally employs l.utpti»cD for n~~ (7/9). S. CH 5. IV. 1. iii. 
47Though i:lS)=oo~A- is consistent in Exodus, O'Connell note~ that 
the equivalence is "a common pattern in the 00." Whil~ ther~ IS 
evidence of an increased use of this pattern among varIOUS wItnesses 
in both Judges (Bodine, pp. 27-28) and Joshua (Greenspoon, pp. 309-
312), it is not consistent. 
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75. various=1tvixa 
~vixa appears in 6:11(10) for ;~, but Bodine (p. 19) has 
already rejected it's use as a kaige characteristic. 
78. ~~itya9~/ cogna tes 
Bodine argues that it is the consistency with which this 
equivalence appears in kaige that makes it a characteristic, and there 
may be some val idi ty to this argument. 48 However, Th employs Crya9~ 
only in 1:15 but Xa40~ in 1:4. Therefore, Th cannot be judged to 
exhibit this kaige characteristic. 
79. 'r=£ue~ 
Once again, Bodine argues that it is the consistency of the 
usage that marks this equivalence, but the evidence is hardly 
compelling. 49 In any case, Th only has one reading in 11:17 (d~~), 
which is not enough to prove a relationship to kaige. 
81. a,3l=pi»opal 
Th has t;alp~ 3/5 and ~i»opal 2/5, so he does not support the 
equivalence. 50 
82 . ~'Ili ( q. ) =t1l10'tP£t(a) 
Forms of ~,;; appear 16x in Daniel of which 12/13 are q.51 Th 
shares the common LXX equivalent with OG in 10:20; 11:13, 19, 28(2), 
30(2). 3x Th reads it independently (9: 25-oG=O; 11:18, 29). However, 
OG has t1l10'tp~(a) independently 2x as well (11:9, 10), plus once for the 
hi. in 11: 18. The equivalence t1l10'tP£f(a):::l';; is common in the LXX, 
particularly in the q. form. For example, Bodine notes that the 
equivalence is made 11/19 in the py section of Reigns and 29/44 in y~. 
48Bod , Ine, pp. 48-51; cf. Gentry, p. 410. 
49Bodine , p. 52. 
50S. CH 5.IV.1.iii. for a discussion. 
519: 13 ,16, 25(hL), 25; 10:20; 11:9, 10, 13, 18, 18(hi.), 
19(hi.), 28(2), 29, 30(2). In the first case in 11:18 OG reads with 
the Q while Th reads the K. Bodine, pp. 55-56, admits that Th does 
not support the characteristic, and for some reason he does not 
include the occurrence in 11:10. 
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However, he does not note that it occurs 22/33 in yy'. Therefore, the 
value of this criterion is highly suspect. 
Numbers 83-93 in Greenspoon's list come from Bodine's chapter 
entitled "Characteristics Peculiar to the Vaticanus Family of Judges" 
so we would not expect there to be a marked equivalence in Th. Most 
of these examples involve common OG equivalences that are employed 
more consistently in Judges. 
83. iM=51",uixncO) 
In 9: 1 7 OG=tnlpl.btO); Th=enltui vo) • 
84 . M'~i1='i:pO), d a,i:pO) 
M'~ is found lOx in Daniel. 52 OG and Th share a common reading 
only in 9:12, 14 (tnayO)). Th has good renditions with forms of .ipm or 
da.£pOl only in 1: 2 (2); 11: 6, 8, so it does not support Bodine's 
proposed characteristic. 
85. r"3/r"f=poOlD 
?'f only appears In 6:21(20) and Th does employ ~oOm 
(oo=Kl.U1)ell~). However, the equivalence is common throughout the 
LXX,53 and pOcD is employed by Th also in 3:4 and 5: 7 for My. 
87. cnbl=naputuaaollul 
cnbl appears in 10:20; 11:11 and in both cases Th employs 
KOA.tllw. OG=Th in 11:11 and has 51UJ1Cq0 IlUl in 10:20. 
88. ~mD=napata;l~ 
Both OG and Th employ Kol.£l1~ as a SE (3/3) In 9:26; 11:20, 25. 
92. l'3?=ciplllYO~ 
Th has OpIO)V in 11:18 (OG=opy~). 
52 5 1· .. S. CH .11 •• 111. 
SJBodine , p. 71, notes this as well. 
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OG has the common LXX equivalent KUKa 3/3 (9:12, 13, 14), while 
Th has "aKa 2/3 and a more dynamic rendering with the per. pro. a,xa 
in 9: 14. 
94. Transliteration of Unknown Words 
Tov offers an important contribution to the study of 
transliterations in the LXX. He groups transliterations into four 
categories: 1. proper nouns; 2. technical terms; 3. words unknown to 
the translator; 4. transliterations of common nouns erroneously 
transliterated as proper nouns because of the context.54 Group 3 form 
the largest number of transliterations and it is to these that he 
devotes his attention. He concludes: 
The practice of leaving unknown words untranslated has 
been shown to be characteristic of kaige in Reigns y8 and 
of Th. (i.e. the notes referring to the contents of 
Origen's sixth column) ••• Or, to phrase our conclusion, 
with due caution, in a different way: we were able to 
point out a new characteristic common to two members of 
the kaige-Th. group. When used critically, this criter~on 
may also be applied to other members of the same group. 
"Critically" is the key word in the last sentence, because Tov is 
quick to point out that the practice was in use prior to kaige-Th; 
therefore, the presence or absence of transliterations is not 
determinative for inclusion within kaige. Nor does the presence of 
transliterations guarantee that a text is a revision. 
As for the unknown words transliterated by Th, Tov provides a 
separate listing, because he accepts Schmitt's conclusion that Th is 
unrelated to kaige. They are C"Dn.,!)=t0p80Ji'"V 1: 3; (1' )"''=,p 4: 10{ 13) , 
14 ( 17), 20 ( 23 ); a,:l"=O~a1 8: 2 , 3, 6; "l'1Da,!)=td.Jiouv\ 8: 13; C" ""C=PaMl V 
10: 5; 12: 6, 7; C"Tl'D=JiCXC&ltlV 11: 38; ~~.=~~(lVQ) 11: 45. 56 However, Tov 
omits the transliteration of ":l3(i1)-CJa(i,p(alV) 11:16, 41, 45 (8i»VaJllV, 
reading M:l3 in 8:9) from his list. 
In his list of words from the LXX in group 3, Tov puts in a 
separate subsection transliterations of unknown words which were 
54Tov , "Trans Ii terat ions," p. 82. 
S5 Ibid ., p. 85. 
56 Ibid ., p. 92. 
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probably understood as proper nouns. 57 If we apply the same 
distinction to the transliterations in Th, all but ~'~M=eta&av. could 
be classed in this category. For example, in 1:3 the king commands 
the chief eunuch to bring some of the captives of Israel "from the 
royal line and from the O'On'E2." Th could easily have understood the 
Hebrew as some type of royal title or technical term (Tov's category 
2). C'~ may not have been understood exactly as a proper noun, but, 
given the context, Th might have understood that there was something 
intrinsically special about C'~, since it adorned heavenly beings. 
Similarly, C'T~ was probably understood as a title, though Schmitt 
notes that T,m is also transliterated in Jud. 6:26 (A patl~ B Mao1>£IC). 
The remaining transliteration (on'E2M) is a Persian loan word. 58 
The reason why the possible motivation for the majority of these 
transliterations is noted is in order to contrast them with other 
occasions where Th did not employ transliterations of unknown words. 
For example, in 2:5 and 3:29 Th does not transliterate r~~ and in 
2:22 Th employs a contextual guess for M-xr1. 59 It seems that an 
important factor in Th deciding to transliterate was the fact that a 
word could be understood as a proper noun. 
In Schmitt's investigation of the transliterations he argues 
that only lp and ~aM1V could have derived from previous 
transliterations in kaige elsewhere. 60 Schmitt believes that the 
presence of these two transliterations is due to later revision of Th 
by "Theodotion.,,61 However, lp does not actually appear anywhere else 
in ka ige , so there is only one proven agreement between Th and kaige. 
57See also the discussion by Greenspoon, Joshua, pp. 334-336. 
58Schmi tt, "Stammt," pp. 58-59. 
59Th seems to have known M-.zi in the sense "to loose" (3:25[92]; 
5:6, 12), but did not know the figurative sense "to dwell" (s. BDB, p. 
1117). 
60Schmi tt, "Stammt," pp. 57-59. Schmi tt does not note ~hat the 
Use of ~Uvapov for ,~ in 8:9 could be equated with translatIons 
attributed to Theodotion in Is. 28: 1; Ez. 20:6, 15 (~Uv(l'.n~). However, 
the connection is unlikely given the use of transliteration in ch. 11 
and the fact that M~ appears in 8:10. 
61 Ibid ., p. 59. 
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In conclusion, Tov's criterion is certainly viable as a kaige 
trait, but as he states, "The subject deserves to be treated . 
. ,,62 In a 
detaIled monograph. Th does employ transliterations, particularly 
for terms which he understood as proper nouns, but it was also a 
common practice among the Greek translators. 
95. (W'M) ""l =cmp~ 
Th employs Jitya~ as a SE (13/15) and xo11l~ in 11:28, 44. 63 
96 • "~M=lCai Jiu1a 
In both instances of this reading Th employs ~1a, whereas OG 
has lCa1. in 10: 7 and lCai JicX1a in 10: 21. 
97. iC.l=81)vat~ 
Both OG and Th employ 81)vat~ in 11:3. Although the equivalence 
is fairly common in the LXX there is a marked increase in Judges, 
Reigns, and Psalms, so it may mark a kaige characteristic. The n. 
n"~l appears twice 1n the Aramaic section (2:20, 23) and Th employs 
&iJvaJ11~ for both. 
III. Does Th belong to kaige? 
In Th there are 12 agreements with the proposed kaige 
characteristics (3, 19, 31, 43, 49, 50, 54, 75, 79, 85, 94, 97), 22 
disagreements (4, 8, 13, 17, 23, 30, 33, 38, 41, 60, 61, 78, 81, 82, 83, 84, 
87, 88, 92, 93, 95, 96), and 3 with mixed findings (1, 14, 15). There 
are only 2 (3, 19) agreements and 3 with mixed findings (1, 14, 15) 
that agree with Barthelemy's 9 core patterns and 12 precursor 
patterns, while there are five clear disagreements (4, 8, 13, 17, 23). 
Among the 12 agreements 6 are based on one reading (19, 50, 75, 79, 
85, 97). The first 5 of these are common OG equivalents and at least 3 
(75, 79, 85) should be discarded as kaige characteristics. The 
evidence for 5 of the 7 remaining agreements is tenuous, and it IS 
extremely doubtful that 4 of these (31, 43, 49, 54) should even be 
considered kaige characteristics. 
62rov, "Trans litera t ions," p. 80. 
63 S. CH 5. V. in vs. 8 for references. 
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This examination of the kaige characteristics in Th vindicates the 
conclusion of A. Schmitt. The most that we can say that Th has in 
common with kaige-Theodotion is that they share a similar approach to 
translation, i.e. formal equivalence. If we were to depict their 
relationship in kinship terms, they might be described as distant 
cousins. In Gentry's terms, Th belongs within the contiuum between 
the translation of the Pentateuch (c. 281 BCE)64 and Aquila in which 
translations were tending to employ greater formal equivalence to the 
semitic Vorlage.65 However, it is impossible to identify the translator 
or to date his work with any certainty. On the basis of Th's TT 
(frequent omissions, occasional dynamic renderings), and the inclusion 
of the deutero-canonical additions, it is possible that Th originated 
some time prior to the Greek Minor Prophets Scroll; therefore, before 
the common era. 
64N• Collins, "281 BCE: the Year of the Transla~ion of the d 
Pentateuch into Greek under Ptolemy I I," in SeptuagInt, Scrolls an 
COgnate Writings, SCS, 33, ed. G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars (Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1992), pp. 403-503. 
6SThe developing trend toward literalism was discussed previously 
in CH 3. I I I . 1. 
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Conclusion 
The primary concern of this study was to devlop a model for the 
analysis of TT and apply it to the OG and Th versions of Daniel. This 
aim was accomplished in four stages. 
First, all of the variant readings from papyrus 967 to which 
Ziegler did not have access were collated against his critical edition 
and numerous corrections to his text were proposed. The analysis 
confirms that the pre-hexaplaric 967 is the nearest extant witness to 
the OG and underscores the need for a revised critical edition of OG. 
The original readings of 967 reveal that 88-Syh has suffered 
corruption from Th and correction toward MT; yet, it is obvious that 
967 has suffered similarly. For this reason, emendation of Ziegler's 
text was proposed in a few cases where he did have access to 967. 
Second, the methodology for the analysis of TT that focuses on 
the features of literalism in a text was critiqued. Three criticisms of 
the methodology were given: it assumes that the translators intended 
for a reader to be able to retranslate from the target text to the 
source text; literalism offers an incomplete description of TT; and the 
focus on literalism is inadequate for the application of its results to 
textual criticism of MT. Although the recent studies that have focused 
on literalism can provide a general overview of the TT of the LXX 
translators, they have not paid sufficient attention to details. 
Third, in order to offer a positive alternative to the focus on 
literalism, a model based on linguistic principles and the 
presuppostions underpinning it was presented. Particular attention 
was given to clarifying some of the presuppositions for the 
methodology because this has not been done. In order for future 
researchers to evaluate, improve, and/or employ this model it had to 
be clearly defined. 
In the presentation of the model for TT it was argued that the 
foundation for an analysis of TT is the comparison of the 
morphological, syntactical, and lexical elements of the source text with 
the target text. On the basis of a detailed analysis of these elements 
of translation the analyst has an informed persective on the types of 
adjustments that the translator has introduced into the translation. the 
motivation for these adjustments, and the effect of these adjustments 
on the meaning of the text. 
In the fourth stage, the effectiveness of the proposed model was 
demonstrated by applying it to five lengthy passages in OG and Th 
Daniel. Each of these passages was examined in detail, along with 
numerous related passages throughout the remainder of the book. By 
this means we were able to define more clearly the features of OG that 
make it more of a dynamic translation in contrast to the formal 
equivalence exhibited in Th. Besides some of the more outstanding 
results of the investigation, which are detailed below, there were many 
insights into the TT of both translators and how they understood the 
Vorlage they were translating. Though there were differences between 
the two translations, they were both concerned to provide a faithful 
rendering of the parent text. The results of the analysis for each 
passage were also employed for textual criticism of MT. In several 
instances it was suggested that MT should be emended, but, generally 
speaking, it was found that OG and Th were translating a text 
virtually identical to MT. 
There were four additional conclusions that emerged from the 
analy sis of TT. 
1. The analysis of OG supported the thesis of Albertz that chs. 4-6 
originate from a translator different from the person(s) who translated 
1-3; 7-12. 
2. Based on the unique equivalents in 3:20-30(97) it is probable that a 
later translator/redactor inserted the deutero-canonical material into 
the text of OG. The Prayer of Azariah and The Song of the Three 
Young Men are additions to the OG text. 
3. The analysis uncovered more evidence that Th readings have 
displaced and replaced the OG text. It is impossible to know the 
extent of the corruption of OG, but in many cases the original reading 
IS beyond recovery. 
4. On the basis of the analysis of TT in Th, and in conjunction \\'ith 
the previous conclusion, it was demonstrated that Th is an 
independent translation of Daniel. This conclusion has significant 
implications for the recovery of the text of OG as well as the 
understanding of the transmission history of the LXX. 
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The results of the analysis are based on detailed study of the 
OG and Th texts and, if they stand the test of future research, are by 
no means insignificant for LXX research. Both the linguistic principles 
upon which the model for TT is based, and the results that have been 
achieved through its application should encourage the use of the model 
in future research on the LXX. 
In the final chapter Th's text was compared with the 
characteristics that have been ascribed to kaige. Th exhibits 
significant disagreements and only superficial agreement with kaige. 
On this basis it can be concluded that Th and kaige have little, if 
anything at all, to do with one another. It is impossible at this stage 
to be more specific, because the relationship between the kaige texts 
as well as their relationship to OG has not been adequately defined. 
However, we can say that the kaige recension never existed except as 
a scholarly construct. Kaige research has focussed primarily on 
comparing agreements, and, in the process, has failed to contrast the 
significant disagreements that exist between the same texts. 
Conseq uently, the means do not yet exist to determine which texts are 
most closely related. Many of the proposed characteristics of kaige 
are useless for this purpose. 
As one line of research draws to a close, several more avenues 
of research have been opened. The analysis of TT in the LXX has 
barely scratched the surface of the research that remains to be done. 
Continued analysis in this area will be of enormous benefit to the 
editors of critical texts for both the LXX and MT. 
In the book of Daniel, Th has often been neglected in the 
research like a younger sibling following in the footsteps of the 
successful older brother. If we take his independence seriously, then 
fresh approaches to his text are possible. Particularly significant in 
this regard are chs. 4-6. Perhaps our eyes (and minds) will be open 
to the possibility that other texts as well are translations rather than 
revisions of OG. 
Finally, an exhaustive comparison of lexical and syntactical 
translation equivalents of each of the kaige texts would be an excellent 
foundation for the task of clarifiying the relationship of the kaige 
texts to one another and their relationship to OG. 
332 
Bibliography 
I. Primary Sources 
Baillet, M., J. T. Milik, and R. de Vaux, eds. Les tpetites Grottes' 
de Qumran. DJD, 3. Oxford: Clarendon, 1962. 
Barthelemy, D. and J. T. Milik. Qumran cave 1. DJD, 1. Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1955. 
Benjamin, C. D. "Collation of Holmes-Parsons 23 (Venetus)-62-147 In 
Daniel from Photographic Copies." JBL 44 (1925): 303-27. 
Burkitt, F. C. The Old Latin and the Itala. Text and Studies, IV.3. 
cambridge: University Press, 1896. 
Charlesworth, J. H., ed. The Old Testament Pseudopigrapha. 2 vols. 
Garden City: Doubleday, 1983. 
Elliger, K. and W. Rudolph. Biblia Hebraica Stuttgartensia. Stuttgart: 
Deutsche Bibelstiftung, 1977. 
Field, F. Origenis Hexaplorum Quae Supersunt. 2 vols. Oxford: 
University Press, 1867. 
Geissen, A. Der Septuaginta-Text des Buches Daniel Rap. 5-12, 
zusammmen mit Susanna, Bel et Draco, sowie Esther Rap. 1,1a-2,15 
nach dem kolner Tei 1 des Papyrus 967. PTA,S. Bonn: Habel t, 
1968. 
Hamm, W. Der Septuaginta-Text des Buches Daniel nach dem kjjlner Teil 
des Papyrus 967: Rap I-II. PTA, 10. Bonn: Habelt, 1969. 
Der Septuaginta-Text des Buches £eniel nach dem kjjlner Teil des 
Papyrus 967: Kap III-IV. PTA, 21. Bonn: Habel t, 1977. 
Hanhart, R., ed. Maccabaeorum liber III. Septuaginta, 9.3. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1960. 
ed. Judith. Septuaginta, 8.4. G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1979. 
ed. Esther. Septuaginta, 8.3. 2nd ed. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1983a. 
ed. Tobit. Septuaginta, 8.5. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1983b. 
ed. Esdrae liber I. Septuaginta, 8.1. 2nd ed. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1991. 
Holmes, R., and J. Parsons. Vetus Testamentum Graecum. 4 vols. Oxford: 
university Press, 1827. 
Kappler, W. Maccabaeorum liber I. Septuaginta, 9.1. 3rd edt Gatti en. 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. ng . 
KaPpler, W., and R. Hanhart, eds. Maccabaeorum 1 iber II. Septuaginta 
9.2. 2nd edt G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976. ' 
Kenyon, Sir F. G. The Chester Beatty Biblical Papyri. Fasc. VIII 
Ezekiel, Daniel, Esther (Plates). London: Emery Walker, 1937-38. 
Koch, K. Deuterokanonische Zusatze zum Danie1buch. AOAT, 38. 2 vols. 
Neukirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 1987. 
Rahlfs, A. Septuaginta, id est Vetus Testamentum Graece iuxta LXX 
Interpretes. 2 vols. Stuttgart: Privilegierte wtirtembergische 
Bibelanstalt, 1935. 
edt Psalmi cum Odis. Septuaginta, 10. 2nd edt GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967. 
Roca-Puig, R. "Daniel: Dos Semifolgi del Codex 967." Aegyptus 56 
(1976): 3-18. 
Sprey, T. and The Peshitta Institute eds. The Old Testament According 
to the Peshitta Version: Daniel and Bel and the Dragon. Leiden: 
Brill, 1980. 
Swete, H. B. The Old Testament in Greek According to the Septuagint. 3 
vols. Oxford: Clarendon, 1897. 
Thackeray, H. St. J., R. Marcus, and L. H. Feldman, eds. Flavius 
Josephus. 9 vols. London: Clarendon, 1926-1965. 
Tov, E., R. A. Kraft, and P. J. Parsons. The Greek Minor Prophets 
Scroll from Nahal Hever (8HevXIIgr). DJD, VIII. Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1990. 
Ulrich, E. "Daniel Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 1: A Preliminary 
Edition of 4QDana." BASOR 268 (1987): 17-37. 
"Daniel Manuscripts from Qumran. Part 2: A Preliminary Edition of 
4QDano and 4QDanc." BASOR 274 (1989): 3-31. 
R. Weber et al., eds. Bib1ia Sacra Juxta Vu1gatam Versionem. 2 vols. 
Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1983. 
Wevers, J., edt Genesis. Septuaginta, 1. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1974. 
ed. Deuteronomium. Septuaginta, 3.2. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1977. 
edt Numeri. Septuaginta, 3.2. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht. 
1982. 
334 
---, edt Leviticus. Septuaginta, 3.1. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1986 • 
. EXodus. Septuaginta, 2.1. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1991. 
Ziegler, J. Susanna, Daniel, Bel et Draco. Septuaginta, 16:2. 
GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1954. 
, edt Sapientia Salomonis. Septuaginta, 12.1. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1962. 
, edt Sapientia Iesu Filii Sirach. Septuaginta, 12.2. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1965. 
edt Duodecim Prophetae. Septuaginta, 13. 2nd edt GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1967a. 
edt Ezechiel. Septuaginta, 16.1. 2nd edt GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1967b. 
edt Isaias. Septuaginta, 14. 2nd ed. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & 
Ruprecht, 1967c. 
edt Ieremias, ~ruch, Threni, Epistula Ieremiae. Septuaginta, 15. 
2nd edt GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1976. 
edt lob. Septuaginta, 11.4. G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1982. 
I I. Grammars, Lexica, Concordances 
Barr, J. Comparative Philology and the Text of the Old Testament. 
Oxford: Univ. Press, 1968. 
Bauer, H., and P. Leander. Grammatik des Biblisch-Aramaischen. Halle: 
Max Niemeyer, 1927. 
Bauer, W. A Greek-English Lexicon of the New Testament. 2nd edt 
Translated and adapted from W. Bauer's 4th edition by W.F. Arndt 
and F.W. Gingrich. Revised and augmented from the 5th edition 
by F.W. Gingrich and F.W. Danker. Chicago: Univ. of Chicago, 
1979. 
Blass, F., and A. Debrunner. A Greek Grammar of the New Testament and 
other Early Christian Literature. Translated and revised by R.W. 
Funk. Chicago: University Press, 1961. 
Blau, J. A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. Wiesbaden: Harrassowitz, 1976. 
Brooks, J. A., and A. L. Winbery. Syntax of New Testament Greek. 
Lanham: University Press of America, 1979. 
335 
Brown, F. '. S. R. Driver, and C. A. Briggs. A Hebrew and English 
LeXIcon of the Old Testament. Oxford: Clarendon, 1906. 
Clines, D
f
• f~ • lAd· , ed
f
• f!'he Dictionary of Classical Hebrew. Vol. 1. 
She le : She leld Academic Press, 1993. 
Dalman, G. G:~atik des Judisch-Palastinischen Aramaisch. Leipzig: 
J.C. Hlnrlchs, 1905. 
Dos Santos, E. C., ed. An Expanded Hebrew Index for the Hatch-Redpath 
Concordance to the Septuagint. Baptist House, Jerusalem: Dugith, 
n.d. 
Even-Sho s han , A., ed. A New Concordance to the Old Testament. 
Jerusalem: Kiryat Sepher, 1985. 
Fanning, B. M. Verbal Aspect in New Testament Greek. Oxford: 
Clarendon, 1990. 
Freedman, D. N., ed. Anchor Bible Dictionary. 6 vols. New York: 
Doubleday, 1992. 
Hatch, E., and H. A. Redpath, eds. A Concordance to the Septuagint and 
the Other Greek Versions of the Old Testament. 2 vols. with a 
supplement. Oxford: University Press, 1897-1906. 
Helbing, R. Die Kasussyntax der Verba bei den Septuaginta. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1928. 
Jacques, X. List of Septuagint Words Sharing Common Elements. Rome: 
Biblical Institute, 1972. 
Jastrow, M. A Dictionary of the Targumim, the Talmud Babli, and 
Yerushalmi, and the Midrashic Literature. New York: Judaica, 
1971. 
Johannessohn, M. Der Gebrauch der Kasus in der Septuaginta. Berlin: 
Weidmannsche, 1910. 
Jotion, P. Grammaire de I'Hebreu Biblique. Rome: Institut Biblique 
Pontifical, 1947. 
A Grammar of Biblical Hebrew. Translated and Revised by T. 
Muraoka. Roma: Editrice Pontificio Istituto Biblico, 1991. 
Kautzch, E., ed. Gesenius' Hebrew Grammar. 2d ed. Translated by A.E. 
Cowley. Oxford: Clarendon, 1910. 
Koehler, L., and W. Baumgartner. Lexicon in Veteris Testamenti Libros. 
2nd ed. with a supplement. Leiden: Brill, 1958. 
Lambdin, T. Introduction to Biblical Hebrew. New York: Charles 
Scribner's Sons, 1971. 
Lampe, G. W. H. A Patristic Greek Lexicon. oxford: University Press. 
1961. 
336 
Lee, J. A. L. A Lexical Study of the Septuagint Version of the 
Pentateuch. SCS, 14. Chico: Scholars Press, 1983. 
Liddell, ~. G., and R. Scott. A Greek-English Lexicon. 10th edt 
re~lsed.and enlarged by H.S. Jones and R. McKenzie. Oxford: 
unIverSIty Press, 1968. 
Louw, J. P., and E. A. Nida, eds. Greek-English Lexicon of the New 
Testament. New York: UBS, 1988. 
Lust, J., E. Eynikel, and K. Hauspie. A Greek-English Lexicon of the 
Septuagint. Stuttgart: Deutsche Bibelgesellschaft, 1992. 
Mayser, E. Grammatik der griechischen Papyri aus der Ptolemaerzeit. 
Berlin: De Gruyter, 1.1 (2nd edt by H. Schmoll, 1970), 1.2 
(1938), 1.3 (1936), 11.1 (1926), 11.2 (1934), 11.3 (1934). 
Moule, C. F. D. An Idiom Book of New Testament Greek. 2nd edt 
cambridge: University Press, 1959. 
Moulton, J. H., and G. Milligan. The Vocabulary of the New Testament. 
Reprint ed. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1982. 
Muraoka, T. A Greek-Hebrew/Aramaic Index to I Esdras. SCS, 16. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1984. 
Emphatic Words and Structures in Biblical Hebrew. Jerusalem: 
Magnes, 1985. 
A Greek-English Lexicon of the Septuagint. TWelve Prophets. 
Louvain: Peeters, 1993. 
Porter, S. E. Verbal Aspect in the Greek of the NT, with Reference to 
Tense and MOod. New York: Peter Lang, 1989. 
Idioms of the Greek New Testament. Sheffield: JSOT, 1992. 
Qimron, E. The Hebrew of the Dead Sea Scrolls. Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1986. 
Rehkopf, F. Septuaginta-Vokabular. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1989. 
Reider, J., and N. Turner. An Index to Aquila. VTSupp, 12. Leiden: 
Bri 11, 1966. 
Rengstorf, K. H. A Complete Concordance to Flavius Josephus. 3 vols. 
Leiden: Brill, 1973-83. 
Rosenthal, F. A Grammar of Biblical Aramaic. Porta Linguarum 
Orientalum, N.S, 5. Wiesbaden: Otto Harrassowitz, 1983. 
Smyth, H. W. Greek Grammar. Rev. by G.M. Messing. cambridge: Harvard 
Univ. Press, 1956. 
337 
Sokoloff, M .. A Dict~onary of Jewish Palestinian Aramaic of the 
ByzantIne PerIod. Ramat-Gan: Bar Ilan University Press, 1990. 
Thackeray, H. St. J. A Grammar of the Old Testament in Greek. Vol. 1. 
cambridge: University Press, 1909. 
Walters (~tz), P. '0e Text of. the Septuagint, Its Corruptions and 
TheIr EmendatIons. cambrIdge: University Press, 1973. 
Waltke, B., and M. O'Conner. An Introduction to Biblical Hebrew 
Syntax. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1990. 
Williams, R. J. Hebrew Syntax: an OUtline. 2nd edt Toronto: University 
of Toronto, 1976. 
II 1. Trans 1 at i on Technique 
Abercrombie, J. R. et ale Computer Assisted Tools for Septuagint 
Studies: Volume 1, Ruth. SCS, 20. Atlanta: Scholar's Press, 
1984. 
Aejmelaeus, A. Parataxis in the Septuagint. AASF, DHL, 31. Helsinki: 
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1982a. 
"Participium Coniunctum as a Criterion of Translation Technique." 
VT 32 (1982b): 385-93. 
"orI causale in Septuagintal Greek." In La Septuaginta en la 
Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de la IOSCS) , edited by 
N. F. Marcos, 115-32. Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985. 
"The Significance of Clause Connectors in the Syntactical and 
Translation-Technical Study of the Septuagint." In VI Congress 
of the IOSCS. SCS, 23, edited by C. Cox, 361-79. Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1988. 
"arI recitativum in Septuagintal Greek." In Studien zur 
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20, edited by D. 
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 74-82. G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1990. 
"Translation Technique and the Intention of the Translator." In 
VII Congress of the IOSCS. SCS, 31, edited by C. Cox, 23-36. 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991. 
"Septuagintal Translation Techniques - A Solution to the Problem 
of the Tabernacle Account." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cogna te 
Writings. SCS, 33, edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 381-
402. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Barr, J. "The Typology of Literalism in Ancient Biblical 
Translations." Mitteilungen des septuaginta-UnternehrDens der 
Akademie der Wissenschaften in GOttingen 15 (1979): 275-325. 
338 
---. "Doubts about Homoeophony IOn th S 0 e eptuaglnt." Textus 12 (1985): 
1-77 • 
. "Translato;,s' Handling of Verbs in Semantically Ambiguous 
Contexts. In VI Congress of the lOSeS, edited by C. Cox, 381-
403. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986 • 
• "tGuessing' in the Septuagint." In Studien zur Septuaginta _ 
Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20, edited by D. Fraenkel, U. 
Quast, and J. Wevers, 19-34. G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1990. 
Bertram, G. "Der Sprachschatz der Septuaginta und der des hebraischen 
Al ten Testaments." ZAW NF 16 (1939): 85-101. 
Bludau, A. Die Alexandrinische ilbersetzung des BUches Daniel und ihr 
Verhaltnis zum Massorethischen Text. Freiburg: Herder'sche 
Verlagshandlung, 1897. 
Brock, S. P. "The Phenomenon of Biblical Translation in Antiquity." 
Alta: The University of Birmingham Review 2 (1969): 96-102. 
"Aspects of Translation Technique in Antiquity." Greek, Roman, 
and Byzantine Studies 20 (1979): 69-87. 
"To Revise or Not to Revise: Attitudes to Jewish Biblical 
Translation." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings. ses, 
33, edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 301-38. Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1992. 
caird, G. B. "Homoeophony in the Septuagint." In Essays in Honour of 
W.D. Davies, edited by R. Hammerton-Kelly and R. Scroggs, 74-88. 
Leiden: Brill, 1976. 
De Waard, J. "tHomophony' in the Septuagint." Bib 62 (1981): 551-61. 
Flaschar, M. "Exeget ische Studien zum Septugintapsal ter." ZAW 32 
(1912): 81-116, 161-89. 
Frankel, Z. Vorstudien zu der Septuaginta. Leipzig: Vogel, 1841. 
Fri tsch, C. "Homophony in the Septuagint." In Sixth World Congress of 
Jewish Studies, edited by A. Shinan, 115-20. Jerusalem: 
Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977. 
, of the Greek Job." Gentry, P. J. "An Analysis of the Revisor s Text 
Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Toronto, 1994. 
Grabbe, L. "The Translation Technique of the Greek Minor Versions: 
Translations or Revisions?" In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate 
Writings. ses, 33, edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 505-
56. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
GreensIXX>n, L. "Biblical Translators in Antiquity and In the Modern 
World." HUCA 60 (1989): 91-113. 
339 
Grinde I , J. A. "Another Characterist ic of the Kaige Recension' 
M3l/vucO~." CBQ 31 (1969): 499-513. . 
Hanson, A. T. "Th.e Treatment in the LXX of the Theme of Seeing God." 
In SeptuagInt, Scrolls and Cognate Writings. SCS, 33, edited by 
G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 557-68. Atlanta: Scholars Press 
1992. ' 
Heller, J. "Grenzen sprachlicher Entsprechung der LXX." MIO 5 (1969): 
234-48. 
Johannessohn, M. Der Gebrauch der Priipositionen in der Septuaginta. 
Berlin: Weidmannsche, 1925. 
Kaupel, H. "Beobachtungen zur Obersetzung des Infinitivus absolutus in 
der Septuaginta." ZAW 61 (1948): 191-92. 
Lee, J. A. L. "Equivocal and Stereotyped Renderings in the LXX." RB 
87 (1980): 104-17. 
Leiter, N. "Assimilation and Dissimilation Techniques In the LXX of the 
Book of Balaam. II Textus 12 (1985): 79-95. 
Liibbe, A. "Describing the Translation Process of 11QtgJob: A Question 
of Method. II RQ 52 (1988): 583-93. 
Marquis, G. "Consistency of Lexical Equivalents as a Criterion for the 
Evaluation Translation Technique." In VI Congress of the lOSeS, 
edited by C. Cox, 405-24. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986a. 
"Word Order as a Criterion for the Evaluation of Translation 
Technique in the LXX and the Evaluation of Word-Order Variants 
as Exemplified in LXX-Ezekiel." Textus 13 (1986b): 59-84. 
Martin, R. A. "Some Syntactical Criteria of Translation Greek." VT 10 
(1960): 295-310. 
---a Syntactical Evidences of Semitic Sources in Greek Documents. SCS, 
3. Missoula: Scholars Press, 1974. 
"Syntax Criticism of Baruch." In VII Congress of the IOSCS, edited 
by C. Cox, 361-71. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991. 
McGregor, L. J. The Greek Text of Ezekiel: An Examination of Its 
Homogeneity. SCS, 18. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1985. 
Muraoka, T. "Literary Device in the Septuagint." Textus 8 (1973): 20-
30. 
Nida, E. Toward a Science of Translating. Leiden: E.J. Brill, 1964. 
Nida, E., and C. R. Taber. The Theory and Practice of Translation. 
Leiden: Brill, 1974. 
340 
Olofsson, S. The L!-X Versio.n: A Guide to the Translation Technique of 
the Septuaglnt. ConBlb.OT, 30. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wl'k 11 
1990a. se , 
---. God is My Rock. Con Bib. aT, 31. Stockholm: Almqvist & Wikse11, 
1990b. 
"Consistency as a Translation Technique." SJOT 6 (1992): 14-30. 
Pietersma, A. "The Greek Psalter. A question of methodology and 
syntax." VT 26 (1976): 60-69. 
Rabin, C. "The Ancient Versions and the Indefinite Subject." Textus 2 
(1962): 60-76. 
---. "The Translation Process and the Character of the Septuagint." 
Textus 6 (1968): 1-26. 
Rife, J. M. "The Mechanics of Translation Greek." JBL 52 (1933): 244-52. 
Sailhamer, J. H. "The Translational Technique of the Greek Septuagint 
for the Hebrew Verbs and Participles in Psalms 3-41." Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of California, 1981. 
Schehr, T. P. "The Perfect Indicative in Septuagint Genesis." BIoses 
24 (1991): 14-24. 
Smith, M. "Another Criterion for the ICUlyt Recension." Bib 48 (1967): 
443-45. 
Soisalon-Soininen, 1. Die Infinitive in der Septuaginta. Helsinki: 
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1965. 
"Verschiedene Wiedergaben der hebraischen status-constructus-
Verbindung im griechischen Pentateuch." SEA 40 (1975): 214-23. 
---. "The Rendering of the Hebrew Relative Clause in the Greek 
Pentateuch." In Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, edited 
by A. Shinan, 401-6. Jerusalem: Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977a. 
"Die Wiedergabe einiger Hebraischer, mit der Praposition Be 
ausgedrUckter Zeitanggaben in der Septuaginta." Ann ual of the 
Swedish Theological Institute 11 (1977 178b): 138-46. 
"Der Gebrauch des Verbes '~XEIN in der Septuaginta." VT 28 
(1978): 92-99. 
"Die Konstruction des Verbs bei einem Neutrum Plural im 
griechischen Pentateuch." VT 29 (1979a): 189-99. 
"Renderings of Hebrew Comparative Expressions with MIN in the 
Pentateuch." BIOSCS 12 (1979b): 27-42. 
"tv fUr d~ in der Septuaginta." VT 32 (1982): 190-200. 
341 
---, 
---, 
---. 
---. 
"Beobactungen zur Arbeitsweise der Septuaginta-ubersetz "I 
Isac Leo Seeligmann Volume, edited by A. Rofe and Y. Za~~vitcnh 
319-29. Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983. ' 
"Die Wiedergabe des hebraischen, als Subjekt stehenden 
Personalpronomens im griechischen Pentateuch." In De 
Septuaginta, edited by A. Pietersma and C. Cox 115-28 
Mississauga: Benben, 1984. ,. 
"Die Wiedergabe des Partitiven 11:) im Griechischen Pentateuch." In 
La Septuaginta ~n 1a lnvestigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso 
de 1a IOSCS), edlted by N. F. Marcos, 83-100. Madrid: Instituto 
Arias Montano, 1985. 
"Methodologische Fragen der Erforschung der Septuaginta-
Syntax." In VI Congress of the lOSCS, edited by C. Cox, 425-44. 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986. 
Studien zur Septuaginta-Syntax. AASF, B, 237. Helsinki: 
Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 1987. 
"Zurtick zur Hebraismenfrage." In Studien zur Septuaginta -
Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20, edited by D. Fraenkel, U. 
Quast, and J. Wevers, 35-51. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 
1990. 
Sollamo, R. "Some "improper" prepositions, such as ENOmON, ENANTION, 
ENANTI, etc., in the Septuagint and early koine Greek." VT 28 
(1975): 773-82. 
---. Renderings of Hebrew Semiprepositions in the Septuagint. AASF, 
DHL, 19. Tiedeakatemia: Suomalainen, 1979. 
"The LXX Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute Used with a 
Paronymous Finite Verb in the Pentateuch." In La Septuaginta en 
1a Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de 1a lOSeS), edited 
by N. F. Marcos, 101-13. Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985. 
"The Koine Background for the Repetition and Non-Repetition of 
the Possessive Pronoun in Co-ordinate Items." In Studien zur 
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20, edited by D. 
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 52-63. G6ttingen: Vandenhoeck 
& Ruprecht, 1990. 
"The Pleonastic use of the Pronoun in Connection with the 
Relative Pronoun in the Greek Pentateuch." In VII Congress of 
the lOSeS, edited by C. Cox, 75-85. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991-
Szpek, H. M. Translation Technique in the Peshitta to Job. SBLDS, 137. 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Talshir, Z. "Double Translations in the Septuagint." In VI Congress of 
the lOSeS, edited by C. Cox, 21-63. Atlanta: Scholars Press. 
1986a. 
342 
· "Linguistic Development and the Evaluation of Translat" 
T h' . th S ." Ion 
ec nlque In e eptuag1nt. Scripta HierosolYmitana 31 (1986b): 
301-20. 
Thackeray, H. St. J. "The Bisection of Books in Primitive Sept . t 
MSS." JTS 9 (1907): 88-98. uag1n 
_. "The Greek Translators of the Four Four Books of Kings." JTS 8 
(1907): 262-78. 
"Renderings of the Infinitive Absolute in the LXX." JTS 9 (1908): 
597-601. 
The Septuagint and Jewish Worship. Oxford: University Press, 
1920. 
Tov, E. "Transliterations of Hebrew Words in the Greek Versions of the 
Old Testament." Textus 8 (1973): 78-92. 
---. "Three Dimensions of LXX Words." RB 83 (1976): 529-44. 
"Compound Words in the LXX Representing Two or More Hebrew 
Words." Bib 58 (1977): 189-212. 
"Loan-words, Homophony, and Transliterations in the Septuagint." 
Bib 60 (1979): 216-36. 
"The Impact of the LXX Translation of the Pentateuch on the 
Translation of the Other Books." In Melanges Dominique 
Barthelemy. OBO, 38, edited by P. Casetti, O. Keel, and A. 
Schenker, 577-92. GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1981. 
---. "The Representation of the Causative Aspects of the Hiph til in the 
LXX. A Study in Translation Technique." Bib 63 (1982): 417-24. 
"Did the Septuagint Translators Always Understand Their Hebrew 
Text?" In De Septuaginta, edited by A. Pietersma and C. Cox, 53-
70. Mississauga: Ben ben, 1984. 
"The Nature and Study of the Translation Technique of the LXX in 
the Past and Present." In VI Congress of the IOSCS, edited by 
C. Cox, 337-59. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1986. 
"Renderings of Combinations of the Infinitive Absolute and Finite 
Verbs in the LXX - Their Nature and Distribution." In Studien 
zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MS U, 20, edited by 
D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 64-73. GOttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. 
Tov, E., and B. G. Wright. "Computer Assisted Study of the Criteria for 
Assessing the Literalness of Translation Units in the LXX." 
Textus 12 (1985): 149-87. 
Troxel, R. L. "'EIXATOI and Eschatology in LXX-Isaiah." BIOSCS 2S 
(1992): 18-27. 
343 
De Waard, J. "Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translato of 
Ruth." Bib 54 (1973): 499-515. rs 
---. "Translation Techniques Used by the Greek Translators of Amos." 
Bib 59 (1978): 339-50. 
---. "La Septante: une Traduction." In Etudes sur le Judafsme 
Hellenistique, edited by R. Kuntzrnann and J. Schlosser 133-45. 
Paris: Les ~ditions du CERF, 1984. ' 
Weissert, D. "Alexandrian Word-Analysis and Septuagint Translation 
Techniques." Textus 8 (1973): 31-44. 
Wevers, J. W. "Evidence of the Text of the John H. Scheide Papyri for 
the Translation of the Status Constructus in Ezekiel." JBL 70 
(1951): 211-16. 
"A Study in the Narrative Portions of the Greek Exodus." In 
Scripta Signa Vocis., edited by H. L. J. Vanstiphout, K. 
Jongeling, F. Leemhuis, and G. J. Reinink, 295-303. Groningen: 
Egbert Forsten, 1986. 
---. "The Gottingen Pentateuch: Some Post-Partern Reflections." In VII 
Congress of the IOSCS, edited by C. Cox, 51-62. Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1991. 
Wifstrand, A. "Die Stellung der enklitischen Personalpronomina bei den 
Septuaginta." Bulletin de la Societe Royale des Lettres de Lund 1 
(1949-50): 44-70. 
Wright, B. G. "The Quantitative Representation of Elements: Evaluating 
tLiteralism' in the LXX." In VI Congress of the IOSCS, edited by 
C. Cox, 311-35. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1988. 
No Small Difference, Sirach's Relationship to Its Hebrew Parent 
Text. SCS, 26. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1989. 
Ziegler, J. "Der Gebrauch des Artikels in der Septuaginta des 
Ecclesiastes." In Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu 
Ehren. MSU, 20, edited by D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 
83-120. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. 
IV. Literature Consulted 
Aejmelaeus, A. "What Can We Know about the Hebrew Vorlage of the 
Septuagint?" ZA W 99 (1981): 58-89. 
Albertz, R. Der Gott des Daniel. SBS, 131. Stuttgart: Katholisches 
Bibelwerk, 1988. 
Anderson, F. I. The Hebrew Verbless Clause in the Pentateuch. JBL, 
MS, 14. Nashville: Abingdon, 1970. 
344 
Archer, G. Jerome's Commentary on Daniel. Grand Rapids: Baker Book 
House, 1958. 
Arnold, B. T. "Wordplay and Narrative Techniques in Daniel 5 and 6." 
JBL 112 (1993): 479-85. 
Ashley, T. R. "A Philological, Literary, Theological Study of Some 
Problems in Daniel Chapters I-VI; with Special Reference to the 
Massoretic Text, the Septuagint and Medieval Rabbinic Exegesis 
of Selected Passages." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of St. 
Andrews, 1975. 
Baker, D. W. "Further Examples of the Waw Explicativum." VT 30 (1980): 
129-36. 
Barr, J. The Semantics of Biblical Language. Oxford: Clarendon, 1961. 
"Vocalization and the Analysis of Hebrew among the Ancient 
Translators." VTSupp 16 (1967): 1-11. 
"Aramaic-Greek Notes on the Book of Enoch (I)." JSS 23 (1978): 
184-98. 
"Aramaic-Greek Notes on the Book of Enoch (II)." JSS 24 (1979): 
179-92. 
"Determination and the Definite Article in Biblical Hebrew." JSS 34 
(1989): 307-35. 
Barrera, J. T., and L. V. Montaner, eds. The Madrid Qumran Congress. 
2 valse Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
Barthelemy, D. Les Devanciers D'Aquila: Premiere Publication Integrale 
du Texte des Fragments du Dodecapropheton. VTSupp 10. Leiden: 
Brill, 1963. 
---. "Notes critiques sur quelqeus points d'histoire du texte." In 
Etudes d'histoire du texte de l'Ancien Testament. OBO, 21, 289-
303. Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1978. 
"L'enchevetrement de l'histoire textuelle et de l'histoire litteraire 
dans les relations entre la Septante et la Texte Massoretique." In 
De Septuaginta, edited by A. Pietersma and C. Cox, 21-40. 
Mississauga: Benben, 1984. 
Baumgartner, W. "Das AramiHsche 1m Buche Daniel." ZAW 45 (1927): 81-
133. 
Beek, M. A. Das Danielbuch. Leiden: J. Ginsberg, 1935. 
Bennett, J. Linguistic Behaviour. Cambridge: University Press, 1976. 
Bentzen, A. Daniel. Erste Reihe 19, 2te Auf. Ttibingen: J.C.B. Mohr, 1952. 
Berlin, B., and P. Kay. Basic Colour Terms: Their Universality and 
Evolution. Los Angeles: Univ. of California, 1969. 
345 
Bevan, A. A. A Short Commentary on the Book of Daniel. Cambridg . 
University Press, 1892. e. 
Bickerman, E. J. "The Septuagint as a Translation." PAAJR 28 (1959): 1-
39. 
Black, D. A. Linguistics for Students of New Testament Greek. Grand 
Rapids: Baker, 1988. 
Bloomfield, L. Language. London: G. Allen & Unwin, 1935. 
Bodine, W. The Greek Text of Judges. HSM, 23. Chico: Scholars Press, 
1980. 
"Kaige and Other Recensional Developments In the Greek Text of 
Judges." BIOSCS 13 (1980): 45-57. 
---I "How Linguists Study Syntax." In Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, 
edited by W. Bodine, 89-107. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Bogaert, P. M. "Histoire et eschatologie dans Ie livre de Daniel." In 
Apocalypses et Theologie de L 'Esperance. Lectio Divina, 95, edited 
by Monloubou, 63-109. Paris: Editions du CERF, 1975. 
"Le temoignage de la Vetus Latina dans l'etude de la tradition des 
Septante. Ezechiel et Daniel dans Ie Papyrus 967." Bib 59 (1978): 
384-95. 
"Relecture et refonte historicisantes du livre de Daniel attestees 
par la premiere version Grecque (Papyrus 967)." In Etudes sur le 
Judafsme Hellenistique, edited by R. Kuntzmann and J. Schlosser, 
197-224. Paris: Les Editions du CERF, 1984. 
Breal, M. Semantics: Studies in the Science of Meaning. Translated by 
Mrs. H. Cust. New York: Dover, 1964. 
Brock, S. P. "The Phenomenon of the Septuagint." OTS 17 (1972): 11-36. 
Brock, S. P., C. T. Fritsch, and S. Jellicoe. A Classified Bibliography of 
the Septuagint. Leiden: Brill, 1973. 
Brown, R. E., J. A. Fitzmeyer, and R. E. Murphy. The Jerome Biblical 
Commentary. Englewood Cliffs: Prentice-Hall, 1968. 
Bruce, F. F. "The Earliest Old Testament Interpretation." OTS 17 (1972): 
37-52. 
"The Oldest Greek Version of Daniel." OTS 20 (1977): 22-40. 
"Prophetic Interpretation in the Septuagint." BASOR 12 (1979): 17-
26. 
Busto Saiz, J. R. "EI Texto Teodocionico de Daniel y la Traduccion de 
Simaco. " Sef 40 (1980): 41-55. 
346 
Cathcart, K. "Daniel, especially the Additions, and Chester Beatt _ 
Cologne Papyrus 967." Proceedings of the Irish Biblical y 
Association 15 (1992): 37-41. 
Chafe, W. L. Meaning and the Structure of Language. Chicago: Univ. of 
Chicago, 1970. 
Charles, R. H. A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of 
Daniel. Oxford: Clarendon, 1929. 
Chiesa, B. "Textual History and the Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Old 
Testament." In The Madrid Qumran Congress, edited by J. T. 
Barrera and L. V. Montaner. Vol. 1, 257-72. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
Childs, B. S. Introduction to the Old Testament as Scripture. 
Philadelp hia: Fortress, 1979. 
Chomsky, N. Reflections on Language. New York: Pantheon, 1975. 
---. Rules and Representations. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1980. 
Clifford, R. "History and Myth in Daniel 10-12." BASOR 220 (1975): 23-
26. 
Colless, B. E. "Cyrus the Persian as Darius the Mede In the Book of 
Daniel." JSOT 56 (1992): 113-26. 
Collins, J. J. "The Son of Man and the Saints of the Most High in the 
Book of Daniel." JBL 93 (1974): 50-66. 
"Towards the Morphology of a Genre." Semeia 14 (1979): 1-20. 
Daniel. FOTL, 20. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1984. 
"The Meaning of "the End" in the Book of Daniel." In Of Scribes 
and Scrolls, edited by H. W. Attridge, J. J. Collins, and T. H. 
Tobin, 91-98. Lanham: University Press of America, 1990. 
Collins, N. "281 BCE: the Year of the Translation of the Pentateuch into 
Greek under Ptolemy II." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate 
Writings. SCS, 33, edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 403-
503. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Collinson, W. E. "Comparative Synomics: Some Principles and 
Illustrations." Transactions of the Philosophical Society (1939): 
54-77. 
Cook, E. M. "Word Order in the Aramaic of Daniel." Afroasiatic 
Linguistics 9 (1986): 1-16. 
Cook, J. ""Ancient" Readings in the Translations of the Old Testament." 
JNSL 12 (1986): 41-51. 
"Orthographical Peculiarities in the Dead Sea Biblical Scrolls." RQ 
14 (1989): 293-305. 
347 
Coppens, J. "Le Messianisme et les Origines Litteraires du Fils de 
l'homme Danielique." VTSupp 31 (1960): 33-41. 
---, "Le Chapitre VII de Daniel: Lecture et Commentaire." ETL 54 
(1978): 301-22. 
Coppens, J., and L. Dequeker. Le Fils de l'homme et les Saints du 
Tres-Haut en Daniel, VII. ALBO, III. 23. Louvain: University 
Press, 1961. 
Coxon, P. W. "Greek Loan-Words and Alleged Greek Loan Translations 
in the Book of Daniel." Transactions of the Glasgow University 
Oriental Society 25 (1973-74): 24-40. 
"Daniel III: 17: A Linguistic and Theological Problem." VT 26 (1976): 
400-409. 
---, "The Syntax of the Aramaic of Daniel." HUCA 48 (1977): 107-22. 
"The tList' Genre and Narrative Style in the Court Tales of 
Daniel." JSOT 35 (1986): 95-121. 
Crim, K., ed. The Interpreter's Dictionary of the Bible, Supplementary 
Volume. Nashville: Abingdon, 1976. 
Cross, F. M. The Ancient Library of Qumran and Modern Biblical 
Studies. Westport: Greenwood, 1958. 
"The Development of the Jewish Scripts." In The Bible and the 
Ancient Near East, edited by G.E. Wright, 133-202. London: 
Routledge, Kegan & Paul, 1961. 
"The Contribution of the Qumran Discoveries to the Study of the 
Biblical Text." IEJ 16 (1966): 81-95. 
"The Evolution of a Theory of Local Texts." In Qumran and the 
History of the Biblical Text, edited by F. M. Cross and S. Talmon, 
306-20. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975. 
"Some Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies." In The Madrid 
Qumran Congress, edited by J. T. Barrera and L. V. Montaner. 
Vol. 1, 1-14. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
David, P. S. "The Composition and Structure of the Book of Daniel: A 
Synchronic and Diachronic Reading." Ph.D. Dissertation, 
Katholicke Universiteit, Leuven, 1991. 
Davies, P. R. "Daniel Chapter TWo." JTS 27 (1976): 392-401. 
"Hasidim in the Maccabean Period." JJS 28 (1977): 127-40. 
Daniel. Old Testament Guides. Sheffield: JSOT, 1985. 
Deissmann, A. The Philology of the Greek Bible: Its Present and 
Future. London: Hodder and Stoughton, 1908. 
348 
Delcor'3~~:. "Les Sources du Chapitre VII de Daniel." VT 18 (1968): 290-
. "Un cas de traduction tTargumique' de la LXX a propos de la 
statue en or de Dan. III." Textus 7 (1969): 30-35. 
Dorival, G., M. Harl, and o. Munnich. La Bible Grecque des Septante. 
Paris: Editions du CERF, 1988. 
Driver, G. R. "The Aramaic of the Book of Daniel." JBL 45 (1926): 110-
19. 
Driver, S. R. The Book of Daniel. Cambridge Bible for Schools and 
Colleges. Cambridge: University Press, 1900. 
EiPfeldt, o. "Daniel und seiner drei GeHihrten Laufbahn im 
babylonischen, medischen und persischen Dienst." ZAW 72 (1960): 
134-48. 
The Old Testament: An Introduction. Translated by Peter Ackroyd. 
Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1965. 
Eitan, I. "Some Philological Observations In Daniel." HUCA 14 (1939): 13-
22. 
---. "The Participles in Daniel v. 12." ZAW 72 (1960): 262-63. 
Emerton, J. A. "The Participles in Daniel v. 12." ZAW 72 (1960): 
262-63. 
Eynikel, E., and J. Lust. "The Use of AETPO and AETTE in the LXX." 
ETL 67 (1991): 57-68. 
Ferch, A. J. "The Book of Daniel and the Maccabean Thesis." A USS 21 
(1983): 129-41. 
Fernandez Marcos, N. "The Use of the Septuagint in the Criticism of 
the Hebrew Bible." Sef 47 (1987): 60-72. 
"Some Reflections on the Antiochian Text of the Septuagint." In 
Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20., 
edited by D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 219-29. 
GOttingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. 
Fodor, J., and J. Katz. The Structure of Language. Prentice-Hall: 
Englewood Cliffs, 1964. 
Fox, M. The Redaction of the Books of Esther. SBL, MS, 40. Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1991. 
"The Redaction of the Greek Alpha-Text of Esther." In Sha tarei 
Talman., edited by M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields, 207-20. 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Freedman, D. N. "The Prayer of Nabonidus." JAOS 145 (1957): 31-32. 
349 
Frolich, I. "Pesher, Apocalyptical Literature and Qumran." In The 
Madrid Qumran Congress, edited by J. T. Barrera and L. V. 
MO,!ltaner. Vol. 1, 295-305. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
Gammie, J. G. "The Classification, Stages of Growth, and Changing 
Intentions in the Book of Daniel." JBL 95 (1976): 191-204. 
---. "On the Intention and Sources of Daniel I-VI." VT 31 (1981): 282-
92. 
Gaster, M. "The Unknown Aramaic Original of Theodotion's Additions to 
the Book of Daniel." Proceedings of the Society of Biblical 
Archeology 16 (1894): 280-90, 312-17; 17 (1895): 75-94. 
Garr, W. R. "On the Alternation Between Construct and DI Phrase In 
Biblical Aramaic." JSS 35 (1990): 213-31. 
"The Linguistic Study of Morphology." In Linguistics and Biblical 
Hebrew, edited by W. Bodine, 49-64. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 
1992. 
Gehman, H. S. "Adventures In Septuagint Lexicography." Textus 6 
(1966): 125-32. 
Gibson, A. Biblical Semantic Logic. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1981. 
Giese, R. L. "Qualifying Wealth in the Septuagint of Proverbs." JBL 111 
(1992): 409-25. 
Ginsberg, H. L. Studies in Daniel. New York: Jewish Theological 
Seminary of America, 1948. 
---. "The Composition of the Book of Daniel." VT 4 (1954): 246-75. 
Gleason, H. A. An Introduction to Descriptive Linguistics. Rev. ed. 
London: Holt, Rinehart and Winston, 1961. 
Gnuse, R. "The Jewish Dream Interpreter in a Foreign Court: The 
Recurring Use of a Theme in Jewish Literature." JSP 7 (1990): 
29-52. 
Goldin gay, J. Daniel. WBC, 30. Dallas: Word, 1989. 
Gooding, D. W. "A Recent Popularization of Professor F. M. Cross' 
Theories on the Text of the Old Testament." Tyndale Bulletin 26 
(1975): 113-32. 
"An Appeal for a Stricter Terminology in the Textual Criticism of 
the Old Testament." JSS 21 (1976): 15-25. 
"The Literary Structure of the Book of Daniel and Its 
Implications." Tyndale Bulletin 32 (1981): 43-79. 
Goshen-Gottstein, M. "Theory and Practice of Textual Criticism." Textus 
3 (1963): 130-58. 
350 
---. "Hebrew Biblical manuscripts: Their History and Their Place m the 
HUBP Edition." Bib 48 (1967): 243-90. 
. "The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament: Rise, Decline, 
Rebirth." JBL 102 (1983): 365-99. 
---. "Hebrew University Editions of the Bible--Past and Future." In 
Shatarei Talmon., edited by M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and w. w. 
Fields, 221-42. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Grabbe, L. "Aquila's Translation and Rabbinic Exegesis." JJS 33 (1982): 
527-36. 
Greenspahn, F. Hapax Legomena in Biblical Hebrew. SBLDS, 74. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1984. 
Greenspoon, L. Textual Studies in the Book of Joshua. HSM, 28. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1983. 
---. "The Use and Abuse of the Term 'LXX' and Related Terminology In 
Recent Scholarship." BIOSCS 20 (1987): 21-29. 
"Sharon Pace Jeansonne, The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 7-
12." JBL 108 (1989): 700-702. 
"It's all Greek to Me: The Septuagint in Modern English 
Translations of the Hebrew Bible." In VII Congress of the IOSCS, 
edited by C. Cox, 1-21. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991. 
Grelot, P. "Les Versions grecques de Daniel." Bib 47 (1966): 381-402. 
"Le Chapitre v de Daniel dans la Septante." Sem 24 (1974): 45-66. 
"La Septante de Daniel iv et son substrat semitique." RB 81 (1974): 
1-23. 
"L'Orchestre de Daniel III 5, 7 10, 15." VT 29 (1979): 23-38. 
Gwynn, J. "Theodotion." In Dictionary of Christian Biography, edited 
by W. Smith and H. Wace. Vol. 4, 970-79. London: John Murrow, 
1887. 
Haag, E. Die Errettung Daniels aus der Lowengrube. SBS, 110. 
Stuttgart: Katholisches Bibelwerk, 1983. 
Hall, R. A. "Post-Exilic Theological Streams and the Book of Daniel." 
Ph.D. Dissertation, Yale, 1974. 
Haller, M. "Das Alter von Daniel." TSK 93 (1921): 83-87. 
Halliday, M. A. K. "Lexis as a linguistic level." In In Memory of J.R. 
Firth, edited by C. E. Bazell, J. C. Catford, M. A. K. Halliday, and 
R. H. Robins, 148-62. London: Longmans, 1966. 
351 
Hanhart, R. "Zum .gegenw~rtigen Stand der Septuagintaforschung." In 
D7 ~ePtuagInta, edIted by A. Pietersma and C. Cox, 3-18. 
Mississauga: Benben, 1984. 
---. "The Translation of the Septuagint in Light of Earlier Tradition 
an~ .Subsequent Infl~ences." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate 
WrItIngs. SCS, 33, edIted by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 339-79. 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Harris, R. Synonymy and Linguistic Analysis. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 
1973. 
Hartman, L. F., and A. A. Di Lena. The Book of Daniel. AB, 23. Garden 
City: Doubleday, 1978. 
Hasel, G. "The Identity of the tSaints of the Most High' In Daniel 7." 
Bib 56 (1975): 173-92. 
"The Four World Empires of Daniel 2 Against Its Near Eastern 
Environment." JSOT 12 (1979): 17-30. 
Heaton, E. W. The Book of Daniel. Torch Bible Commentary. London: 
SCM, 1956. 
Hengel, M. Judaism and Hellenism. 2 vols. Translated by John Bowman. 
Philadelphia: Fortress, 1974. 
Hirst, G. Semantic Interpretation and the Resolution of Ambiguity. 
Cambridge: Cambridge University Press, 1987. 
Holscher, G. "Die Entstehung des Buches Daniel." TSK 92 (1919): 113-38. 
Humphreys, W. L. "A Lifestyle for Diaspora: A Study of the Tales of 
Esther and Daniel." JBL 92 (1973): 211-23. 
Jackendoff, R. Semantics and Cognition. London: MIT, 1990. 
Jackson, H. Words and Their Meanings. New York: Longman, 1988. 
Jahn, G. Das Buch Daniel nach der Septuaginta hergestellt. Leipzig: 
Pfeiffer, 1904. 
Janzen, J. G. Studies in the Text of Jeremiah. HSM, 6. Cambridge: 
Harvard, 1973. 
"A Critique of Sven Soderlund's The Greek Text of Jeremiah." 
BIOSCS 22 (1989): 16-47. 
Jaubert, A. "Le Calendrier des Jubiles et de la secte de Qumran: Ses 
origines bibliques." VT 3 (1953): 250-64. 
"Le Calendrier des Jubiles et de les jours liturgiques de la 
semaine." VT 7 (1957): 35-61-
Jeansonne, S. Pace. The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 7-12. CBQMS 
19. Washington: Catholic Biblical Association, 1988. 
352 
Kratz, R. G. Translatio Imperii: Untersuchungen zu den aramiiischen 
Danielerzahlunge.n und ihrem theologiegeschichtlichen Umfeld. 
WMANT, 63. Neulirchen-Vluyn: Neukirchener Verlag, 199!. 
Kuhl, C. Die Drei Manner im Feuer. BZA W, 55. Giessen: Alfred 
Topelmann, 1930. 
Lacocque, A. The Book of Daniel. Atlanta: John Knox, 1979 • 
. Daniel in His Time. Translated by D. Pellauer. Atlanta: John Knox, 
1979. 
Lebram, J. C. H. "Perspektiven der gegenwartigen Danielforschung." 
JSJ 5 (1974): 1-33. 
"Konig Antiochus im Buch Daniel." VT 25 (1975): 737-72. 
Lehrer, A. Semantic Fields and Lexical Structures. London: North-
Holland, 1974. 
Lenglet, A. "La structure litteraire de Daniel 2-7." Bib 53 (1972): 169-
90. 
Leupold, H. C. Exposition of Daniel. Grand Rapids: Baker Book House, 
1974. 
Louw, J. P. Semantics of New Testament Greek. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 
1982. 
Lust, J. "Daniel VII and the Septuagint." ETL 54 (1978): 62-69. 
---. "A Concise Lexicon of the Septuagint." ETL 68 (1992): 188-94. 
"Translation Greek and the Lexicography of the Septuagint." JSOT 
59 (1993): 109-20. 
Lyons, J. Structural Semantics. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1963. 
"Firth's Theory of Meaning." In In Memory of J.R. Firth, edited by 
C. E. Bazell, J. C. Catford, M. A. K. Halliday, and R. H. Robins, 
288-302. London: Longmans, 1966. 
ed. New Horizons in Linguistics. Middlesex: Penguin, 1970. 
Semantics. 2 vols. Cambridge: University Press, 1977. 
Language and Linguistics. Cambridge: University Press, 198!. 
Language, Meaning and Context. Suffolk: Fontana, 1981. 
MacDonald, P. "Discourse Analysis and Biblical Interpretation." In 
Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, edited by W. Bodine, 153-75. 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Marquis, G. "CATSS-Base: Computer Assisted Tools for Septuagint and 
Bible Study for All--Transcript of a Demonstration." In VII 
354 
Congress of the lOSCS, edited by C. Cox, 165-203. Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1991. 
McAlpine, T. H. Sleep, Divine and Human ln the Old Testament. JSOTS, 
38. Sheffield: JSOT, 1987. 
McCarter, P. K. Textual Criticism: Recovering the Text of the Hebrew 
Bible. Philadelphia: Fortress, 1986. 
McCrystall, A. "Studies in the Old Greek Translation of Daniel." D.Phil. 
Dissertation, Oxford University, 1980. 
Meadowcroft, T. J. "A Literary Critical Comparison of the Masoretic 
Text and Septuagint of Daniel 2-7." Ph.D. Dissertation, University 
of Edinburgh, 1993. 
Milik, J. T. The Books of Enoch. Oxford: Oxford Press, 1976. 
Miller, J. E. "The Redaction of Daniel." JSOT 52 (1991): 115-24. 
Mitchell, T .C. and R. Joyce, "The Musical Instruments in 
Nebuchadrezzar's Orchestra," in Notes on Some Problems in the 
Book of Daniel, edt D. J. Wiseman et al., 19-27. London: Tyndale, 
1965. 
Montaner, L. V. "Computer-Assisted Study of the Relation Between 
lQpHab and the Ancient (Mainly Greek) Biblical Versions." RQ 14 
(1989): 307-23. 
Montgomery, J. A. "The Hexaplaric Strata in the Greek Texts of Daniel. n 
JBL 44 (1925): 289-302. 
A Critical and Exegetical Commentary on the Book of Daniel. ICC. 
New York: Charles Scribner's Sons, 1927. 
Moore, C. A. Daniel, Esther and Jeremiah: The Additions. AB, 44. New 
York: Doubleday, 1977. 
MUller, M. "The Septuagint as the Bible of the New Testament Church: 
Some Reflections," SJOT 7 (1993): 194-207. 
Munnich, O. "Indices d 'une Septante originelle dans Ie Psautier Grec. n 
Bib 63 (1982): 406-16. 
"La Septante des Psaumes et la Groupe Kaige." VT 33 (1983): 75-
89. 
"Contribution a l'etude de la premiere revision de la Septante." 
ANRW 11.20.1 (1986): 190-220. 
"Origene, editeur de la Septante de Daniel." In StudieI1; zur 
Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20., edIted by D. 
Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 187-218. G6ttingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. 
355 
Muraoka, T. "Notes on the Syntax of Biblical Aramaic." JSS 11 (1966): 
151-67. 
---, ed. Melbourne Symposium on Septuagint Lexicography. SCS, 28. 
Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1990. 
---I "Hebrew Hapax Legomena and Septuagint Lexicography." In VII 
Congress of the IOSCS, edited by C. Cox, 205-22. Atlanta: 
Scholars Press, 1991. 
Nida, E. Morphology: The Descriptive Analysis of Meaning. Ann Arbor: 
University of Michigan, 1949. 
Componential Analysis of Meaning. Paris: Mouton, 1975. 
Exploring Semantic Structures. Munich: Fink, 1975. 
Language Structure and Translation. Stanford: University Press, 
1975. 
Nida, E., and J. P. Louw. Lexical Semantics of the Greek New 
Testament. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Nida, E. A., J. P. Louw, A. H. Snyman, and J. Cronje. Style and 
Discourse: With Special Reference to the Text of the Greek New 
Testament. Cape Town: Bible Society, 1983. 
Niditch, S. The Symbolic Vision in Biblical Tradition. HSM, 30. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1980. 
"The Visionary." In Ideal Figures in Ancient Judaism. SCS, 12., 
edited by J. J. Collins and G. W. E. Nickelsburg, 153-80. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1980. 
Notscher, F. Daniel. Die Heilige Schrift in Deutscher tibersetzung, 
Echter-Bibel. 3 Auf. Wtirzburg: Echter-Verlag, 1963. 
O'Connell, K. G. The Theodotionic Revision of the Book of Exodus. HSM, 
3. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1972. 
O'Connor, M. Hebrew Verse Structure. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1980. 
Ogden, C. K., and I. A. Richards. The Meaning of Meaning. 3rd rev. ed. 
London: Kegan Paul, 1930. 
Orlinsky, H. M. "The Origin of the Kethib-Qere System: A New 
Approach." VTSupp 7 (1959): 184-92. 
"The Textual Criticism of the Old Testament." In The Bible and the 
Ancient Near East, edited by G. E. Wright, 113-32. London: 
Routledge & Kegan, 1961. 
"The Septuagint as Holy Writ and the Philosophy of the 
Translators." HUCA 46 (1975): 89-114. 
356 
osswald, E. "Zum Problem der vaticinia ex eventu." ZA W 75 (1963): 27-
44. 
Otzen, B.- "Michael and Gabriel. Angelological Problems In the Book of 
Daniel." VTSupp 49 (1992): 114-24. 
Pace, S. (see Jeansonne) "The Statiography of the Text of Daniel and 
the Question of Theological Tendenz in the Old Greek." Bioses 
17 (1984): 15-35. 
Parker, F. Linguistics for Non-Linguists. London: Taylor & Francis 
1986. ' 
Pickering, W. A Framework for Discourse Analysis. Dallas: Summer 
Institute of Linguistics, 1980. 
Pietersma, A. "Septuagint Research: A Plea for a Return to Basic 
Issues." VT 35 (1985): 296-311. 
liRa 2110 (P. Bodmer XXIV) and the Text of the Greek Psalter." In 
Studien zur Septuaginta - Robert Hanhart zu Ehren. MSU, 20., 
edited by D. Fraenkel, U. Quast, and J. Wevers, 264-86. 
Gottingen: Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1990. 
PlOger, o. Das Buch Daniel. KAT. Gtitersloh: Mohn, 1965. 
Polak, F. "Statistics and Textual Filiation: the Case of 4QSama /LXX." In 
Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings. ses, 33, edited by G. 
J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 215-76. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Porteous, N. Daniel. OTL. Philadelphia: Westminister, 1965. 
Porter, P. A. Metaphors and Monsters. ConBib.OT, 20. Uppsala: Uppsala 
University, 1983. 
Porter, S. E. "Studying Ancient Languages from a Modern Linguistic 
Perspective: Essential Terms and Terminology." FN 2 (1989): 147-
72. 
Porzig, W. Das Wunder der Sprache. Bern: Francke, 1950. 
Pusey, E. B. Daniel the Prophet. 8th edt New York: Funk & Wagnalls, 
1885. 
Raabe, P. R. "Daniel 7: It's Structure and Role in the Book." HAR 9 
(1985): 267-75. 
Radford, A. Transformational Syntax: A student's guide to extended 
standard theory. Cambridge: University Press, 198!. 
Revell, E. J. "LXX and MT: Aspects of Relationship." In De Septuaginta, 
edited by A. Pietersma and C. Cox, 41-51. Mississauga: Ben ben, 
1984. 
"The Conditioning of Word Order in Verbless Clauses in Biblical 
Hebrew." JSS 34 (1989): 1-24. 
357 
Riessler, P. Das Buch Daniel. Stuttgart: Roth'sche, 1899. 
Rife, J. M. "Some Translation Phenomena in the Greek Versions of 
Daniel." Ph.D. Dissertation, University of Chicago, 1931. 
Rosen, H. B. "On the Use of the Tenses in the Aramaic of Daniel." JSS 
6 (1961): 183-203. 
Rowley, H. H. The Aramaic of the Old Testament. London: Oxford 
University Press, 1929. 
---. "The Bilingual Problem in Daniel." ZA W 50 (1932): 256-68. 
• "Early Aramaic Dialects and the Book of Daniel." Journal of the 
Royal Asiatic Society (1933): 777-805. 
"The Unity of the Book of Daniel." HUCA 23 (1952): 233-73. 
"The Composition of the Book of Daniel." VT 5 (1955): 272-76. 
Darius the Mede and the Four World Empires in the Book of 
Daniel. Rev. ed. Cardiff: University of Wales Press, 1964. 
Salvesen, A. Symmachus in the Pentateuch. JSSM, 15. Manchester: 
University Press, 1991. 
Sanders, J. A. "The Dead Sea Scrolls and Biblical Studies." In Sha tarei 
Talmon., edited by M. Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields, 323-36. 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
de Saussure, F. Cours de linguistique generale (ed. Ch. Bally and A. 
Sechehaye). 5th ed. Paris: Payot, 1955. 
Scanlin, H. "The Study of Semantics in General Linguistics." In 
Linguistics and Biblical Hebrew, edited by W. Bodine, 125-36. 
Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Schmitt, A. "Stammt der sogennante 9' Text bei Daniel wirklich von 
Theodotion?" MSU 9 (1966): 281-392. 
"Die griechischen Danieltexte (<<9» und 6) und das 
Theodotionproblem." BZ 36 (1992): 1-29. 
Schtipphaus, J. "Das VerhiHtnis von LXX- und Theodotion-Text in den 
apokryphen Ztisatzen zum Danielbuch." ZAW 83 (1971): 49-72. 
Shenkel, J. D. Chronology and Recensional Development in the Greek 
Text of Kings. HSM, 1. Cambridge: Harvard University, 1968. 
Silva, M. "Semantic Change and Semitic Influence in the Gr~ek Bib~e: 
With a Study of the Semantic Field of Mind." Ph.D. DIssertatlon, 
University of Manchester, 1972. 
"Describing Meaning in the LXX Lexicon." BIOSCS 11 (1978): 19-26. 
358 
"Bilingualism and the Character of Palestinian Greek." Bib 61 
(1980): 198-219. 
---. Biblical Words and Their Meaning. Grand Rapids: Zondervan~ 1983. 
"Internal Evidence in the Text-Critical Use of the LXX." In La 
sePtuagint~ en la In vestigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de la 
IOSCS), edIted by N. F. Marcos, 151-67. Madrid: Instituto Arias 
Montano, 1985. 
Snell, D. C. "Why is there Aramaic in the Bible?" JSOT 18 (1980): 32-51-
soderlund, S. The Greek Text of Jeremiah. JSOT, 47. Sheffield: JSOT, 
1985. 
Soisalon-Soininen, 1. Die Textformen der Septuaginta-iibersetzung des 
Rich terb uches. AASF, B, 72. Helsinki: Suomalainen Tiedeakatemia, 
1951. 
"Der infinitivus constructus mit" im Hebraischen." VT 22 (1972): 
82-90. 
Stefanovic, Z. The Aramaic of Daniel in the Light of Old Aramaic. JSOT, 
129. Sheffield: JSOT, 1992. 
Stinespring, W. F. "The Active Infinitive with Passive Meaning In 
Biblical Aramaic." JBL 81 (1962): 391-94. 
Swete, H. B. An Introduction to the Old Testament in Greek. Revised by 
R.R. Ottley. Cambridge: University Press, 1914. 
Szorenyi, A. "Das Buch Daniel, ein kanonisierter Pescher?" VTSupp 15 
(1966): 278-94. 
Talmon, S. "Double Readings in the Massoretic Text." Textus 1 (1960): 
144-84. 
---. "The Textual Study of the Bible--A New outlook." In Qumran and 
the History of the Biblical Text, edited by F. M. Cross and S. 
Talmon, 321-400. Cambridge: Harvard University Press, 1975. 
Taylor, B. A. "The CATSS Variant Database: An Evaluation." BIOSCS 25 
(1992): 28-37. 
Thumb, A. Die griechische Sprache im Zeitalter des Hellenismus. 
Strassburg: Karl J. Trtibner, 1901. 
Tigay, J., ed. Empirical Models for Biblical criticism. Philadelphia: 
University of Pennsylvania Press, 1985. 
Torrey, C. C. "Notes on the Aramaic Part of Daniel." Transactions of 
the Connecticut Academy of Arts and Sciences 15 (1909): 241-82. 
"Stray Notes on the Aramaic of Daniel and Ezra." JAOS 43 (1923): 
229-38. 
359 
Tov, E. The Septuagint Translation of Jeremiah and Baruch. HSM, 8. 
Missoula: Scholars Press, 1976. 
"Some Thoughts on a Lexicon of the LXX." BIOSCS 9 (1976): 25-33. 
"The Nature of the Hebrew Text Underlying the Septuagint. A 
Survey of the Problems." JSOT 7 (1978): 53-68. 
The Text-Critical Use of the Septuagint in Biblical Research. JBS, 
3. Jerusalem: Simor, 1981. 
"Criteria for Evaluating Textual Readings: the Limitations of 
Textual RUles." HTR 75 (1982): 429-48. 
"A Modern Textual Outlook Based on the Qumran Scrolls." BUCA 53 
(1983): 11-27. 
---. "The Rabbinic Tradition Concerning the tAlterations' Inserted into 
the Greek Pentateuch and Their Relation to the Original Text of 
the LXX." JSJ 15 (1984): 65-89. 
"Computer Assisted Alignment of the Greek-Hebrew Equivalents of 
the Masoretic Text and the Septuagint." In La Septuaginta en 1a 
Investigacion Contemporanea (V Congreso de 1a IOSCS), edited by 
N. F. Marcos, 221-42. Madrid: Instituto Arias Montano, 1985a. 
"The Literary History of the Book of Jeremiah in the Light of Its 
Textual History." In Empirical Models for Biblical Criticism., 
edited by J. H. Tigay, 211-37. Philadelphia: University of 
Pennsylvania Press, 1985. 
"The Nature and Background of Harmonization in Biblical 
Manuscripts." JSOT 31 (1985): 3-29. 
"Die grieschischen Bibeliibersetzungen." ANRW II.20.1 (1986): 121-
89. 
"The Growth of the Book of Joshua in the Light of the Evidence 
of the LXX Translation." Scripta Hierosolymitana 31 (1986): 321-
39. 
"Some Sequence Differences Between the MT and LXX and Their 
Ramifications for the Literary Criticism of the Bible." JNSL 13 
(1987): 151-60. 
"Hebrew Biblical Manuscripts from the Judean Desert: Their 
Contribution to Textual Criticism." JJS 39 (1988): 5-37. 
"The CATSS Project: A Progress Report." In VII Congress of the 
IOSCS, edited by C. Cox, 157-63. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1991a. 
"The Original Shape of the Biblical Text." VTSuPP 43 (1991b): 345-
59. 
"The Contribution of the Qumran Scrolls to the Understanding of 
the LXX." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings. SCS, 33, 
360 
---. 
edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 11-47. Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1992. 
"Interchange of Consona~ts "Between the Masoretic Text and the 
FV~)lh~labge of the SeptuagInt. In, Sha rarei Talmon., edited by M. ~s ane, E. Tov, and W. W. FIelds, 255-66. Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
• "Some Notes on a Generation of Qumran Studies: A Reply." In The 
Madrid Qumran Congress, edited by J. T. Barrera and L. V. 
Montaner. Vol. 1, 15-21. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
Textual Criticism of the Hebrew Bible. Minneapolis: Fortress, 1992. 
Ullmann, S. The Principles of Semantics. Glasgow: Jackson, Son & Co., 
1951. 
---. Language and Style. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1964. 
Ulrich, E. The Qumran Text of Samuel and Josephus. HSM, 19. Chico: 
Scholars Press, 1978. 
"The Biblical Scrolls from Qumran Cave 4: An Overview and a 
Progress Report on their Publication." RQ 14 (1989): 207-28. 
"Orthography and Text in 4QDana and 4QDanb and in the Received 
Masoretic Text." In Of Scribes and Scrolls, edited by H. W. 
Attridge, J. J. Collins, and T. H. Tobin, 29-42. Lanham: University 
Press of America, 1990. 
"The Canonical Process, Textual Criticism, and Latter Stages in the 
Composition of the Bible." In Sha rarei Talmon, edited by M. 
Fishbane, E. Tov, and W. W. Fields, 267-91. Winona Lake: 
Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
"Pluriformity in the Biblical Text, Text Groups, and Questions of 
Canon." In The Madrid Qumran Congress, edited by J. T. Barrera 
and L. V. Montaner. Vol. 1, 23-41. Leiden: Brill, 1992. 
---. "The Septuagint Manuscripts from Qumran: a Reappraisal of Their 
Value." In Septuagint, Scrolls and Cognate Writings. SCS, 33, 
edited by G. J. Brooke and B. Lindars, 49-80. Atlanta: Scholars 
Press, 1992. 
Voobus, A. The Hexapla and the Syro-Hexapla. Wetteren: Cultura, 1971. 
Waterman, L. "A Gloss on Darius the Mede in Daniel 7:5." JBL 65 (1946): 
59-61. 
Weingreen, J. "Rabbinic-Type Commentary in the LXX Version of 
Proverbs." In Sixth World Congress of Jewish Studies, edited by 
A. S hinan, 407-15. Jerusalem: Jerusalem Academic Press, 1977. 
Wenthe, D. O. "The Old Greek Translation of Daniel 1-6." Ph.D. 
Dissertation, University of Notre Dame, 1991. 
361 
Wesselius, hJ · W .. "Language. and Style in Biblical Aramaic: Observations 
on t e UnIty of DanIel II-V!." VT 38 (1988): 195-209. 
Wevers, J. W. "Septuaginta Forschungen." TR 33 (1968): 18-76. 
· "Text history and text criticism of the Septuagint." VTSupp 29 
(1977): 392-402. 
"An Apologia for Septuagint Studies." BIoses 18 (1985): 16-38. 
"The Use of the Versions for Text Criticism: The Septuagint." In 
La Septuaginta ~n la Investigacion eontemporanea (V Congreso 
de la lOSeS), edIted by N. F. Marcos, 15-24. Madrid: Instituto 
Arias Montano, 1985. 
"Barthelemy and Proto-Septuagint Studies." BIoses 21 (1988): 23-
34. 
Wikgren, A. P. "A Comparative Study of the Theodotionic and 
Septuagint Translations of Daniel." Ph.D. Dissertation, University 
of Chicago, 1932. 
Williams, J. G. "A Critical Note on the Aramaic Indefinite Plural of the 
Verb." JBL 83 (1964): 180-82. 
Wolter, A. "Untying the Knots: Physiology and Wordplay In Daniel 5." 
JBL 110 (1991): 117-21. 
Wong, S. "What Case is This Case? An Application of Semantic Case in 
Biblical Exegesis." Jian Dao 1 (1994): 75-107. 
van der Woude, A. S. "Erwagungen zur Doppelsprachigkeit des Buches 
Daniel." In Scripta Signa Vocis, edited by H. L. J. Vanstiphout, 
K. Jongeling, F. Leemhuis, and G. J. Reinink, 305-16. Groningen: 
Egbert Forsten, 1986. 
Wtirthwein, E. The Text of the Old Testament. Rev. edt Translated by E. 
F. Rhodes. Grand Rapids: Eerdmans, 1979. 
Yule, G. The Study of Language. Cambridge: University Press, 1985. 
Zevit, Z. "The Structure and Individual Elements of Daniel 7." ZAW 80 
(1968): 385-96. 
Ziegler, J. Untersuchungen zur Septuaginta des Buches Isaias. 
Munster: Aschendorffschen Verlagsbuchhandlung, 1933. 
Beitriige zur Ieremias-Septuaginta. NA WG, 2. Gottingen: 
Vandenhoeck & Ruprecht, 1958. 
Zimmerli, W. "Bildverkleidete und bildlos erzahlte Geschichte b~i 
Ezechiel und Daniel." In Isac Leo Seeligmann Volume, edIted by 
A. Rofe and Y. Zakovitch. Vol. 3, 221-47. Jerusalem: Magnes, 1983. 
Zimmerman, F. "The Aramaic Original of Daniel 8-12." JBL 57 (1938): 
255-72. 
362 
---. 
---. 
"Some Verses in the Light of a Translation Hypothesis." JBL 58 
(1939): 349-54. 
"Hebrew Translation in Daniel." JQR 51 (1961): 198-208. 
363 
Jeffrey, . A. "Th~ Exegesis of the Book of Daniel." In The Interpreter's 
Blble, edlted by G. Buttrick. Vol. VI, 341-59. Nashville- Abingdon 
1956. - , 
Jellicoe, S. "The Hesychian Recension Reconsidered." JBL 82 (1963)-
409-18. -
The Septuagint and Modern Study. Oxford: Clarendon, 1968. 
"Some Reflections on the KAlrE Recension." VT 23 (1973): 15-24. 
ed. Studies i!1 the Septuagint: Origins, Recensions, and 
InterpretatIons. New York: KTAV, 1974. 
Jerusalmi, Rabbi 1. The Aramaic Sections of Ezra and Daniel. 2nd rev. 
ed. Cincinnati: Hebrew Union College, 1966. 
Jones, B. W. "The Prayer in Daniel IX." VT 18 (1968): 488-93. 
Kallarakkal, A. G. "The Peshitto Version of Daniel -- A Comparison with 
the Massoretic Text, the Septuagint and Theodotion." Ph.D. 
Dissertation, Hamburg, 1973. 
Kamin, S. "The Theological Significance of the Hebraica Veritas in 
Jerome's Thought." In Sha tarei Talmon, edited by M. Fishbane, E. 
Tov, and W. W. Fields, 242-51. Winona Lake: Eisenbrauns, 1992. 
Kasher, A. The Chomskyan Turn. Oxford: Basil Blackwell, 1991. 
Keil, C. F. The Book of the Prophet Daniel. Translated by M. G. Easton. 
Edinburgh: T & T Clark, 1884. 
Kirk, R. Translation Determined. Oxford: Clarendon, 1986. 
K. A. Kitchen, "The Aramaic of Daniel," in Notes on Some Problems in 
the Book of Daniel, ed. D. J. Wiseman et al., 31-79. London: 
Tyndale, 1965. 
Koch, K. "Die Herkunft der Proto-Theodotion-tibersetzung des 
Danielbuches." VT 23 (1973): 362-65. 
"Is Daniel Also Among the Prophets?" Interpretation 39 (1985): 
117-30. 
Kogut, S. "On the Meaning and Syntactical Status of run in Biblical 
Hebrew." Scripta Hierosolymitana 31 (1986): 133-54. 
van der Kooj, A. "The Old Greek of Isaiah in Relation to the Qumran 
Texts of Isaiah: Some General Comments." In Septuagin t, Scrolls 
and Cognate Writings. SCS, 33, edited by G. J. Brooke and B. 
Lindars, 195-213. Atlanta: Scholars Press, 1992. 
Kraeling, E. G. "The Handwriting on the Wall." JBL 63 (1944): 11-18. 
Kraft. R. A., ed. Septuagintal Lexicography. Missoula: Scholars Press, 
1972. 
353 
